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DEDICATION TO THE VERY REVEREND 
MATHIAS FAUST, O. F. M. 


N” infrequently it happens that a man who himself disclaims the 
title of scholar is nevertheless the guiding spirit behind genuinely 
scholarly projects. This is true of the man in whose honor this issue of 
Franciscan Studies is dedicated. Although burdened throughout his life 
with responsible administrative positions, he has always retained an 
active interest in Franciscan learning and has made every effort to 
promote research scholarship among the Friars. Because of his outstand- 
ing achievements in this regard, Franciscan Studies salutes with pride 
and gratitude the Very Rev. Mathias Faust, O. F. M., on his seventy- 
fifth birthday. 

Father Mathias was born in Oberbimbach, near Fulda, Germany, 
on December 30, 1879. In 1892, after completing his elementary studies, 
he entered the Seraphic Seminary in Harreveld, Holland, and four 
years later, October 1896, he sailed for the United States. On Christmas 
Eve of the same year he was invested with the habit of the Friars Minor. 
After pronouncing his vows, Frater Mathias continued his studies in 
the humanities and in philosophy, then proceded to Washington, D. C., 
where he received his theological training from Paschal Robinson,O.F.M., 
the noted scholar-diplomat, who was later to become Apostolic Nuncio 
to Ireland, and from the esteemed Bishop Shahan of the Catholic 
University of America. Father Mathias was ordained to the priesthood 
on June 1, 1906, and in the following year was appointed socius to the 
Master of Novices. 

Although he had shown himself an apt student, Father Mathias had 
also exhibited the qualities that distinguish the natural leader and 
moulder of men, and it was in this direction that his talents were to be 
turned. Appointed Master of Novices in rg10, he was elected Minister 
Provincial in 1919 at the age of thirty-nine. He held this office for twelve 
years (I9I9—1925; 193I—1937), and under his prudent and foresighted 
administration, Holy Name Province made rapid progress. One of his 
first acts as Provincial was to call attention to the need of a new house 
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of theological studies. Ten years later his plans were realized in the 
erection of Holy Name College, Washington, D. C. 

Frequently the Minister General appointed Father Mathias Canonical 
Visitor of different Franciscan provinces in various parts of the world. 
When World War II made communication with the General Curia of 
the Order almost impossible, Father Leonard Bello, then Minister 
General, appointed Father Mathias Delegate General for North and 
Central America. During this time Father Mathias devoted his efforts 
primarily toward helping the over-burdened Franciscan provinces of 
Mexico and Cuba, and in 1944, partly as a consequence of vital interest 
in Latin America, he founded the Academy of American Franciscan 
History. During the ten years of its existence, the Academy has produced 
works of outstanding scholarship in its field, besides publishing the 
well-known historical journal, The Americas. 

Truly world-wide in his interest, Father Mathias was instrumental 
in establishing in the United States a community of Franciscan belong- 
ing to the Byzantine-Slavonic Rite, hoping to see it develop into a 
province in the Eastern rite. 

The war being ended, the office of Delegate General was terminated 
February 8, 1947. Meanwhile, the sudden death of the then Minister 
General, Father Valentine Schaaf, left open the post of Procurator 
General, vacated by Pacificus Perentoni who ipso facto succeeded to 
the office of Minister General. The General Definitiorium elected Father 
Mathias to the vacated post, the second highest in the Order. He remain- 
ed in office from December 15, 1946, until Pentecost, 1951. Upon his 
return to the United States he was appointed Delegate General for the 
Franciscan Commissariats in this country, which office he holds at 
present. 

Although occupied primarily with administrative work, Father 
Mathias was always alive to the value of solid learning, and did all in his 
power to promote and support scholarly activities among the Friars. 
World-wide contacts made in discharging his administrative duties 
enabled him to procure hundreds of precious incunabula and rare books 
pertinent to the Franciscan Order. The excellent Franciscana section 
of Holy Name College, and the equally library of the Academy of 
American Franciscan History, are both monuments to his zeal and 
discernment as a collector. The library of the Franciscan Institute, 
which has been recognized as one of the finest research libraries in this 
country, is another tribute to Father Mathias’ generous and efficient 
patronage. In fact, the existence of the Franciscan Institute itself is 
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largely due to his efforts, and the international reputation it now enjoys 
is at least in part the result of his whole-hearted cooperation. It was 
through his personal interest that the Institute obtained assurance of 
its continuance by being established as a studium generale and placed 
under the direct protection of the General Curia in Rome. Father 
Mathias personally and often at great inconvenience collected rare 
volumes for the Institute’s library, and he has continued to show a 
warm and paternal concern for its development. 

Because of Father Mathias’ life-long service to Holy Name Province 
and his achievment in promoting and supporting scientific endeavor, 
Franciscan Studies is proud to pay tribute to this truly Franciscan 
priest and patron of learning. 


THE EDITORIAL BOARD 





STEPHEN LANGTON’S 
PRINCIPLE OF DETERMINING THE ESSENCE 
OF A SACRAMENT 


t the time of Stephen Langton, several definitions of the sacraments 
were undergoing severe tests of their accuracy and were being 
subjected to various interpretations!. Not to be outdone by his con- 
temporaries, Langton joined in the criticisms leveled against two of 


these definitions, invisibilis gratiae visibilis forma, and signum sacrae 
2 
7éu°. 


One of the gravest charges brought against the former definition® arose 
from the opinion of many authors that an invisible element constituted the 
essence of certain sacraments. Examples of this doctrine are the invisible 
character in baptism and in holy orders, and the qualitas animae in 
extreme unction and matrimony‘. The big problem for the theologians 


1 Cf. D.Van den Eynde, Les définitions des sacrements pendant la premiére 
période de la théologie scolastique (1050—1240), (Rome, 1950), pp. 68—96. 

2 The main place devoted by Langton to this controversy is his quaestio 
theologica, de descriptione sacramenti. There are two redactions of this question. 
One (redaction C) is in four manuscripts: in C, Cambridge, St. John’s College 
ms. 57 (c. 7), ff. 262d—263b and in CH, Chartres ms. 430, ff. 7v-—8v, under 
the title, de descriptione sacramenti; in L, Oxford, Bodleian, Lyell ms. 42, 
f. 27c—d, and in V, Paris Nat. Lat. (S. Victoris) ms. 14556, under the title, 
de sacramento in generali. The other (redaction A) is in the family of A, Avran- 
ches ms. 230, f. 248b—«, Ar, Arras ms. 394 (965), ff. 102c—103a, R, Vaticano 
(Roma) lat. ms. 4297, ff. 44d—45b, and S, Paris nat. lat. (Sorbonne) ms. 
16385, f£.50a—b. In this family the question bears no title, and is joined 
immediately to a question de confectione eucharistiae in Parasceve. In our ex- 
posé, we shall follow the manuscripts C, CH, L, and V, which contain the 
better redaction. Redaction A is quite similar to redaction C. In fact, we 
believe it is either an early redaction by Langton himself, or at least a repor- 
tatio of one of his disputations. 

* We shall limit our study to the definition, invisibilis gratiae visibilis forma. 
Langton’s critique of signum sacrae rei simply brands it as too broad a defini- 
tion. A study of this topic would lead to a discussion of what constitutes a 
sacrament in the strict and in the broad sense. 

* Cb 134, f. 262d: “Sacramentum sic describitur ab Augustino: Sacramen- 
tum est invisibilis gratiae visibilis forma. Sed si est descriptio, ergo convenit 
cuilibet sacramento; et hoc fere falsum in omnibus sacramentis: quia character 
est sacramentum in baptismo, non tamen est visibilis forma, sicut nec character 
ordinis. Sic Corpus Christi est sacramentum unitatis ecclesiae; non tamen est 
visibilis forma, quia non est forma. Similiter in circumcisione, quia ablatio 
passio non est visibilis, nec character, si dicatur quod character ibi sit sacra- 
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who held this opinion was to reconcile the invisible essences of the 
sacraments with the term, visibilis forma, in the definition. They resorted 
to various circumlocutions and subintelligenda in the definitions. An 
instance of this is Stephen Langton’s phrase, visibilis non in se sed per 
causam. Langton saw the incongruity between the visibilis forma of 
the definition and the invisible essences of certain sacraments. To get 
around the difficulty and still save the definition, he grants that the 
essences are not in themselves visible. On the other hand, he claims 
that they are somehow made visible by their necessary union or con- 
comitance with the truly visible elements of the sacraments. His technical 
phrase for this is visibilis non in se sed per causam®. For the sake of 
illustration, the essentially invisible character in baptism is in a sense 
visible because it is necessarily united to the visible elements of the 
ablution in baptism. 

But whatever may have been the various solutions offered, it is our 
aim in this study to investigate the root-causes of the problem. If the 
long-accepted definition speaks of the sacraments as visibilis forma, 
how did the invisible element ever insinuate itself into the picture as 
the essence of the sacrament, as tie sacrament? To put it concretely, 
what made the authors turn to such invisible elements as character in 
baptism and orders, to the Body of Christ in the eucharist, etc., as the 
essences of the respective sacraments, in spite of the definition which 
designates the sacraments as something visible? Do they give any 
reason for doing so? 

Since Langton is one of the main figures in this controversy, we shall 
examine his writings* to see what he regards as the essences of the 
mentum.” The text presented here is based on the four manuscripts of redac- 


tion C as indicated in note 3 above. 


Cf. also D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, pp. 7g—80, 82—87, for a more 
complete study of the question. 

5 Cb 134, f. 262d: “Solutio. Descriptio illa data est per causam. Sicut dici- 
tur: Dies est sol lucens super terram, quia ubi est dies ibi est sol, etc., ita 
dicitur quod sacramentum est visibilis forma, quia ubi est sacramentum est 
aliqua visibilis forma. Illa est causa sacramenti sicut sol est causa diei. Et 
ideo dixi, quasi in baptismo sine forma aquae visibili non imprimeretur cha- 
racter.” 

Cf. also D. Van den Eynde, op. cit., pp. 85-87. Van den Eynde seems to 
understand the word causa in too strict a sense, apparently limiting it to an 
efficient cause. We believe it is rather a necessary concomitant, meaning 
simply that one thing is not had without the other, whether there be a relation 
of efficient causality or not. It is something akin to the causality spoken of 
by moralists in treating of the voluntarium in causa. 

6 We shall limit ourselves to the quaestiones theologicae in the manuscripts 
mentioned above in note 3. We have not yet been able to make a thorough 


investigation of the theological questions scattered in Stephen’s scriptural 
commentaries. 
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various sacraments. While doing this we will also search for the reason 
he gives for considering any given element as the sacrament. Once we 
have found out where he stands, we shall see whether his opinion agrees 
with the teachings of his immediate predecessors and followers. These 
investigations will show that Langton determines that the principal 
element or essence of a sacrament is the one which has a similarity to 
the principal res of the sacrament (similitudo cum re principali sacra- 
menti). Certain authors arrive at the very same essential elements as 
Stephen, but by way of a different principle. They hold that the essence 
of a sacrament consists in whatever element is permanent (sacramentum 
manens)’. Yet the principle of permanentia is not as widely accepted 
and used as our author’s line of reasoning. 

The beginnings of his formula, similitudo cum re principali, can be 
detected in the writings of his predecessors, but Stephen stands out 
as the first to crystallize it and to apply it extensively to the sacraments. 
That his disciples faithfully copy their master is evident from several 
statements in their writings®. 

The doctrine of invisible essences of sacraments has not been em- 
bodied in the official doctrine of the church. Nor has Langton’s basis 
of determining the essence of a sacrament been thus honored. Still the 


study of this problem brings into relief how Stephen Langton was an 
alert and progressive theologian. He had a great deal of influence on 
his immediate successors, who in turn influenced some of the great 
lights of the golden era of Scholasticism. The question we are treating 
here is representative of many others in our author’s writings which 
deserve careful study. 


LANGTON’S PRINCIPLE 


Langton’s position becomes clearer when we realize that he followed 
the theologians of his day in considering each sacrament as composed 
of various elements. He joins his contemporaries in using the now 


7 This principle is not as universally applicable as Stephen’s similitudo 
cum ve sacramenti. 

8 Since access to the manuscripts of these authors was practically out of 
the question, we have limited ourselves to a study of published texts. Though 
our study is not exhaustive, we believe it is sufficiently indicative of the 
trend of thought of the medieval authors in question. For our non-Langtonian 
texts we have depended especially on A. Landgraf, ‘Die friihscholastische 
Definition der Taufe’’, in Gregorianum, XXVII (1946), pp. 200—219, 353—383; 
N.M. Haring, “Berengar’s Definitions of Sacramentum and Their Influence 
on Mediaeval Sacramentology”’, in Mediaeval Studies, X (1948), pp. 109—146; 
D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions. For the sake of uniformity, we have taken 
liberties with the spelling and punctuation in these works. 
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familiar terms, sacramentum tantum, sacramentum et res, res tantum, 
in reference to the several elements of the eucharist and penance®. 
Advancing a step beyond them, he hints at their application to baptism’. 


* We give here the texts found in Stephen Langton’s guaestiones. In citing 
texts, we shall give the letter-symbol for the manuscripts and the number of 
the question according to A. Gregory, “Indices of Rubrics and Incipits of the 
Principal Manuscripts of the Questiones of Stephen Langton”, in Archives 
d histoire doctrinale et littéraive du moyen Age, V (1930), pp. 221I—244. We have 
made our own numberings for the questions in manuscript L, which is not 
in Gregory’s list. 

Cd 198, f. 312b: “‘Et sicut in sacramento eucharistiae sunt tria, quorum 
primum est sacramentum, secundum est res et sacramentum, tertium vero 
res tantum, ita hic [in contritione] sunt tria: contritio exterior, contritio 
interior, remissio peccati.” 

A 93, f. 267d: “Est ergo similitudo exterioris contritionis ad interiorem, 
et interioris ad remissionem peccati. Prima est sacramentum tantum, tertia 
res tantum, medium(!) sacramentum tertii et res primi, — sicut in forma 
panis et Corpore Christi et unitate ecclesiae.’’ 

Stephen Langton’s words bring to mind those of Peter Lombard in his 
Sententiae, Lib. [V, Dist. VIII, Cap. VII (Ed. Quaracchi, p. 792): “Sunt igitur 
hic tria distinguenda: unum, quod tantum est Sacramentum; alterum, quod 
est Sacramentum et res; et tertium, quod est res et non Sacramentum. Sacra- 
mentum et non res est species visibilis panis vel vini; Sacramentum et res 
caro Christi propria et sanguis; res et non Sacramentum mystica eius caro.” 

Lib. IV, Dist. XXII, Cap. II (Ed. Quaracchi, pp. 888—889): “Et sicut in 
Sacramento corporis, ita etiam in hoc Sacramento [poenitentiae] dicunt aliud 
esse tantum Sacramentum, scilicet exteriorem poenitentiam, aliud Sacramen- 
tum et rem, scilicet interiorem poenitentiam, aliud rem et non Sacramentum, 
scilicet remissionem peccatorum. Interior enim poenitentia et res est Sacra- 
menti, id est exterioris poenitentiae, et Sacramentum remissionis peccati, 
quam et signat et facit. Exterior quoque poenitentia et interioris signum est 
et remissionis peccati.” 

For further information on the use of these terms by other authors, cf. 
D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, p. 70; N. M. Haring, “‘Berengar’s Defini- 
tions’, pp. 126—129. 

10 Stephen’s ideas on this subject were far from definite. The three elements 
to which the terms are applied are not always the same. We shall simply cite 
the texts without extensive comment, since this question has no direct bearing 
on the matter we are now treating. The more obscure texts are given first. 

1. Cb 60, f. 219c: “‘Item, ex quo in baptismo imprimitur character, quare 
non eodem modo in sumptione eucharistiae . . .?”’ 

“‘Responsio. Cum tria sint in sacramento altaris, quoddam quod est sacra- 
mentum tantum, quoddam quod est sacramentum et res sacramenti, quoddam 
quod est res sacramenti tantum, et nullum eorum remanet in homine . . ., ideo 
non est mirum si nullus character imprimatur in sumptione eucharistiae. 
est in baptismo. Principalis enim res remanet in homine semper, quantum in 
se est, scil. impressio gratiae; et ideo non est mirum si sacramentum illius rei sit 
in homine, scil. character.” 

2. Cd 198, f. 308c: “Item, cum sacramentum eucharistiae sit dignius sacra- 
mento baptismi, quaeritur quare potius character imprimitur in baptismo 
quam in eucharistia. 

“Solutio. In eucharistia tria attenduntur principaliter, quorum nullum est 
in homine, scil. forma panis et vini, quae est sacramentum tantum, Corpus 
Christi sumptum de Virgine, quod est sacramentum et res sacramenti, et 
Corpus Christi mysticum, scil. unitas ecclesiae, quae est res tantum et non 
sacramentum. 

“Similiter in baptismo iria principaliter atienduntur, scil. character, infusto 
gratiae, et remissio peccati. Et constat quod infusio [gratiae] et remissio peccati 
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However, he does not use them in speaking of the component elements 
of the other sacraments. 

By way of illustration, let us follow Langton’s method of determining 
the essence of a sacrament as we find it in his treatment of baptism. 
There are three elements in this sacrament: water, ablution, and charac- 
ter. Upon examining them, Stephen finds that each one is a sign of a 
ves sacra"!, and therefore meets the requirements of the current sacra- 
mental definition, signwm sacrae rei. Water is the sign of spiritual 
refreshment or of grace; ablution, the sign of a spiritual cleansing; and 
character, the sign of the impression or infusion of grace. Consequently, 
each one of the elements deserves in a sense to be called a sacrament 
in its own right. 

The question now arises: Which one of these three sacramenta is the 
principal one in baptism? Which one constitutes the essence of the 
sacramentum baptismi? To find the answer, Langton turns to the re- 
spective ves of each of the three elements, and decides that the impres- 
sion of grace is the principal one. From this he concludes that the character 
impressed in baptism must be the essence of the sacrament because it 
has a similarity to the res principalis, the impression of grace. 

But why should our author look to the res to determine the principal 
signum of the sacrament? This procedure does not seem unreasonable, 
since a sign (sacramentum) is by nature less than the thing it signifies 
(res). To find out the main significans, then, why not determine the 


sunt in homine; ergo eadem ratione tertium, scil. character, est in homine; 
ideo character potius imprimitur in baptismo quam in eucharistia.” 

3. Cd 205i, f.317b—c: “In sacramento eucharistiae tria attendimus: 
formam panis, Corpus Christi et unitatem ecclesiae. Primum sacramentum 
est tantum, secundum sacramentum et res sacramenti, tertium res tantum, 
sicut in baptismo tria: aqua, character, et gratia data ex virtute sacramenti. 
Sed in hoc est differentia, quod forma panis sacramentum est, aqua non. Sed 
ablutio aquae exterior materialis sacramentum est ablutionis interioris. Et 
haec est ratio primi: sub ipsa forma panis latet Corpus Christi quod ex multis 
membris est sicut panis ex multis granis; sed aqua materialis nihil clausum 
in se habet, sed est materia, ut in aqua fiat sacramentum baptismi.” 

In the third text, the parallel between forma panis, Corpus Christi, unitas 
ecclesiae on the one hand, and aqua, character, gratia on the other, is much 
better than the character, infusio gratiae, remissio peccati of the second text. 
It is also in fact to aqua abluens, character, infusio gratiae, that Hugh of St.Cher 
later applies the terms, sacy at tantum, sacramentum et ves, ves tantum. 
Cf. A. Landgraf, “Die friihscholastische Definition”, p. 372. 

11 The link between the sacrament and its ves, is, of course, its similarity 
to it. The sacrament is a sign, and its ves is what it signifies. This idea runs 
through sacramental theology since the time of St. Augustine and is clearly 
reiterated by Peter Lombard. Moreover, a sacrament must be naturally 
similar to its ves. The theologians presumed that Christ chose for his sacra- 
ments only natural signs, as opposed to merely arbitrary or artificial ones. 
For further details, cf. D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, p. 192, under the 
term, ‘‘similitude’’. 
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main significatum first, since that is more important ? Once this is found, 
seek out the corresponding significans. This must be the principal 
sacramentum ibit. Unfortunately, Langton never develops this line of 
reasoning explicitly. He merely sets forth his principle that the essence 
of a sacrament is determined by its principal res’. 


Before attempting to interpret the texts of Stephen Langton, we 
should inform the reader that he expresses the notion of the essence 
of a sacrament in several ways: sacramentum in essentia, essentia sacra- 
menti, sacramentum in baptismo, confirmatione, etc., sacramentum 1bi, 
sacramentum baptismi, etc., or simply baptismus est. Note here that he 
does not use the phrase, de substantia sacramentt, in this same meaning, 
as do some authors of his day". According to Stephen, esse de substantia 
sacramenti means esse conditio sine qua non for a valid sacrament*. 

At times Langton very explicitly enunciates his principle of determin- 


12 Even this principle is not explicitly applied to all the sacraments. Yet, 
whenever Langton explains why a certain element is sacramentum in essentia, 
he follows the same line of reasoning. 

18 Quaestiones, Cod. British Museum Royal ro A VII, q. 16: “Sed quaeritur 
quid sit substantia baptismi: vel ipsa aqua vel verba vel virtus verborum vel 
mixtum ex eis. — Responsio: Baptismus est character quidam invisibilis 
impressus baptizato per ablutionem exteriorem et per formam verborum cum 
intentione prolatam, et inseparabiliter adhaeret baptizato.’”’ Cf. A. Landgraf, 
“Die friithscholastische Definition”, p. 359. 

In a text of Petrus Cantor on baptism, it is not clear whether he refers the 
substantia to the quiddam surgens or to ea ex quibus surgit, or perhaps to both, 
since he seems to identify them. Summa de sacramentis et animae consiltis, 
Cod. Paris Nat. lat. 9593, f. 152: ““Ad hoc dicimus, quod baptismus est guiddam 
surgens ex aqua et verbo et intentione baptizantis et intinctione baptizati. 
Ista enim sola et sufficienter exiguntur ad substantiam baptismi, et iste 
baptismus dicitur consecrari verbis evangelicis ratione unius partis exigitivae, 
id est aquae.’’. Thereafter, he speaks of ille baptismus, qui conflatur ex IIIT, 
and says it can be called a qualitas in baptizato, ex qua surgit character. 
Cf. A. Landgraf, op. cit., p. 366. 

14 This is evident from several texts. In the question de extrema unctione, 
we read: Ca 53, f. 214a: “Item, quaeritur utrum oratio sit de substantia huius 
sacramenti, ita scil. quod sine ea non possit conferri. Satis probabiliter videtur 
quod oratio non sit de substantia huius sacramenti, per hoc quod in ordine 
cisterciensi aliae quam hic dicuntur orationes, quod non fieret si orationes 
essent de substantia. Sed revera concedimus quod illae magnae orationes non 
sunt de substantia, sed illae pg! quae in singulis unctionibus sic dicuntur: 
‘per istam unctionem dimittat . 

In the question de circumcisione et differentia inter sacramenta novae legis 
et veteris, Ca 54, f.215c, we find the following: “Sed quaeritur utrum in 
articulo necessitatis licitum esset praevenire octavam diem, ita quod infra 
octavam parvulus circumcideretur. Nobis videtur quod non, — immo si 
decederet infra octavam damnaretur — et quod octava dies sit de substantia 
circumcisionis, unde propter sabbatum non differebatur . 

“‘Sed si dies octava est de substantia circumcisionis, nihil est quod fecit 
Iosue in Galgalis circumcidendo, nec etiam proselyti poterant circumcidi . 
Sed cum dictum sit Abrahae: Circumcidetur ex vobis omne masculinum, et 
infans octo dierum circumcidatur, hoc praeceptum transgrediebatur qui diem 
octavam praeveniebat. Sed nihilominus circumcidebant.” Here, with 
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ing the elementum principale, the sacramentum in essentia. In other 
passages he may speak of a certain element as the chief one, but does 
not mention how he arrives at it. For circumcision, baptism, and holy 
orders, he expressly uses the principle, similitudo cum re principals; 
in connection with extreme unction, he does not mention cum re princi- 
pali, but merely cum re sua, though later in the same question he dis- 
tinguished a secondary res from a principal one, which actually coincides 
with the ves sua. However, the texts are too far apart for us to conclude 
that he applies the complete principle, similitudo cum re principalt. As 
regards confirmation and matrimony, he determines the essence, but 
says nothing about the principle. In the question de descriptione sacra- 
menti, he seems to take for granted that the essence of the eucharist is 
Corpus Christi. Apart from this one reference, he is silent about the 
sacrament in the eucharist, and prefers to speak of its elements in the 
current terminology, sacramentum tantum, sacramentum et res, res tantum. 
He does the same for the sacrament of penance. 

According to different ways Langton treats them, we shall group 
the sacraments as follows: 1. circumcision, baptism, and holy orders, 
for which our author uses his principle explicitly; 2. extreme unction, 
confirmation, and matrimony, whose main element is determined, but 
without the use of the principle, similitudo cum re principali; 3. eucharist 
and penance, to which Stephen applies the technical terms, sacramentum 
tantum, sacramentum et res, res tantum*®, 


to the eighth day, the author distinguishes between esse de substantia seu 
esse ad validitatem and esse de praecepto seu ad liceitatem. 

This same doctrine is more clearly stated in the question de circumcisione, 
where, after the arguments of Ca 54 are neatly arranged, we read the solution. 
Cd 195, f. 310d: ‘‘Solutio. Octavus dies non erat de substantia sacramenti. 
Sitamen aliquis praeveniebat eum vel praeteribat, nisi ex necessitate, peccabat.” 

In the light of these clear texts, we can interpret Cd 189, f. 308b & c. First 
in the very orderly and non-Langtonian introduction, we read: “‘Circa quem 
[baptismum] quinque considerantur: primo, quid sit sacramentum baptismi 
et essentia, et quid sit de substantia ipsius.”’ That essentia and de substantia 
are opposed to each other becomes clear from what follows. After showing 
that character is the essence of baptism, the author writes: “Item, de sub- 
stantia baptismi sunt quattuor, forma verborum, aqua, intentio, persona 
baptizantis et baptizandi.’’ This is a throwback to the text of Petrus Cantor 
quoted in the preceding note. However, Stephen does not wish to identify 
character (essentia) with these four things (de substantia). The four are rather 
conditiones sine qua non for valid baptism. 

15 At Stephen Langton’s time, the Old Testament sacraments were treated 
together with those of the New Dispensation. Various co-divisions of all the 
sacraments were given, such as stricte et large dicta, Veteris et Novae Legis, 
efficacia et inefficacia, etc. Cf. D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, p. 184, 
under ‘Classifications des sacrements signes’’. 

16 Though we could omit these last two groups of texts, for the sake of 
completeness we offer Langton’s treatment of all the sacraments under the 
aspect of their sacramenta and res. 
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I. First Group of Sacraments 


A. Circumcision. Of the three texts that deal with the essence of 
circumcision, only two explain what constitutes its essence!?. The third 
merely mentions in passing that the essence of circumcision is one of 
the sacramenta invisibilia which stand in the way of the definition, 
sacramentum est invisibilis gratiae visibilis forma. 

The first text shows us the author proposing the question with one 
of his usual expressions. 


Ca 54, f. 215a: Item, quaeritur quid sit sacramentum in circumcisione. 


Thereupon, two possible answers are discussed, character and passio 
circumcist. The subsequent objection touches upon Stephen’s principle 
by saying that character has no similarity to the res of circumcision, 
the remission of sin. The argument against passio circumcisi is a mere 
comparison with baptism: If you say that the passio is the sacrament 
in circumcision, you should have to say that the ablutio-passio is the 
sacrament in baptism. 


Ca 54, f.215a: Si character, quae erat similitudo inter sacramentum et 
rem sacramenti? In remissione peccati, quae erat res eius, non est nisi ablatio; 
et character non est nisi impressio. Sed inter ista duo nulla est similitudo. 
Sed inter rem et sacramentum debet esse similitudo; et hic nulla est. Ergo 
character non erat sacramentum. 


17 Outside of Langton’s collected quaestiones theologicae, the complete 
doctrine concerning #he sacrament in circumcision, is in his commentary on 
the Lombard’s Sentences. 

“Quaeritur ergo quid in circumcisione sit sacramentum. Videtur quod 
character, sicut in baptismo. 

“Contra. Nulla est similitudo characteris ad rem sacramenti, scilicet 
catorum remissionem, quia character alicuius rei impressionem aliquam notat, 
et sic ponit; peccatorum remissio ablationem notat, et nullius rei impressionem. 

“Responsio: Secus in circumcisione quam in baptismo. Principalis effectus 
circumcisionis est tollere, et significat ablationem peccatorum. Si ergo simili- 
tudo sit inter sacramentum et rem, circumcisio, id est ipsa passio circumcisi, 
est sacramentum, non character, quia in circumcisione nullus est character; 
et ipsa circumcisio-passio, in qua tollitur praeputium, signum est remissionis 
peccatorum, ubi tolluntur peccata, sicut ibi praeputium. 

“Sed quare potius circumcisio-passio quam actio est ibi sacramentum? 

“Responsio: Quia in circumcisione nihil repraesentatur agens. Non enim 
repraesentat circumcisio gratiam tollentem peccata, quia hoc facit baptismus, 
sed repraesentat ablationem peccatorum, passionem scilicet, quia peccata 
ibi auferuntur, — non dico quod aliquid auferat ea. Hoc, inquam, ut large 
dicatur passio. Baptismus vero characterem habet pro sacramento, quia 
principalis eius effectus est dare gratiam ex virtute sui. Et ideo character est 
sacramentum in baptismo.” Der S kommentar des Kardinals Stephan 
Langton, ed. A. Landgraf (Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theo- 
logie des Mittelalters, Bd. XX XVII, Heft I, Miinster, Westf., 1952), pp. 149— 
150. 
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Si dicatur quod passio circumcisi, scil. ablatio cutis, erat ibi sacramentum, 
eadem ratione in baptismo passio baptizati, scil. exterior ablutio, est sacra- 
mentum. 

In the next few lines, Langton seems to try to reestablish character 
as the essence of circumcision on the grounds of some similarity between 
it and the remission ofsin. In the last analysis, however, he prefers Passio 
circumcisi to character, specifically because of its greater similarity to 
the remission of sin. 


Ca 54, f.215a: Vel dic quare non posset bene dici quod in circumcisione 
sacramentum esset remissionis peccati character, quia, licet tollatur peccatum, 
tamen remissio peccati erat quoddam bonum quod manebat, cuius sacramen- 
tum erat character. 


Sed melius est ut dicatur quod passio circumcisi fuit ibi sacramentum, 
quia sicut exterius dum patiebatur tollebatur cutis, sic interius culpa. 


Then, to refute the argument taken from baptism, he explains that 
the ablutio-passio is not the sacrament there (sacramentum 707), be- 
cause it does not bear a likeness to the principal effect of baptism. 
Though he does not use the word res in this text, the foregoing context 
clearly indicates that the duo quae baptismus facit are its res. 


Ca 54, f. 215a: Non tamen passio abluendi exterius est in baptismo sacra- 
mentum, quamvis expressam habeat similitudinem cum ablutione interiori. 
Sed ideo non est sacramentum, quia cum baptismus duo faciat, scil. collationem 
gratiae et remissionem peccati, illud debet esse ibi sacramentum quod habet 
similitudinem cum principaliori, scil. cum gratia, quae est principalior quam 
remissio peccati. Sed cum gratia habet expressam similitudinem character, 
quia utrumque imprimitur et distinguit, et ideo character est sacramentum 


in baptismo. 

Putting together all the elements in this discussion, we may word 
Langton’s principle as follows: ,,Sacramentum in essentia est illud 
elementum quod habet similitudinem cum re principali sacramenti.“ 

Another slightly shorter text is more polished and developed doc- 
trinally. It contains substantially the same solution as above. In the 
little systematic introduction to the question de circumcisione we read: 


Cd 195, f. 310b: Et primo videndum est quid fuerit sacramentum circum- 
cisionis in essentia. 


The present text surpasses the first one by offering three possible 
solutions instead of two: cultellus, abscisio-actio, abscisio-passio. A 
comparison with baptism occasions the first objections. 


Cd 195, f. 310b: Sacramentum circumcisionis aut erat cultellus aut abscisio- 
actio, aut ablatio pellis passio sacramentum ibi erat. 
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Si cultellus, ergo eadem ratione aqua in baptismo est sacramentum. Si 
abscisio-actio vel passio, ergo eadem ratione actio abluentis vel passio abluti 
in baptismo est sacramentum. 


The solution contains a clear statement of the criterion of judging 
the essence of a sacrament. This serves as a sort of major premise. The 
minor which follows is twofold. The first part states that the principle 
is not verified in the analogous elements of baptism, and thus eliminates 
the objections made above. Thereupon the second part shows that the 
ablatio pellis passio truly meets the requirements of the principle. 


Cd 195, f. 310b—: Solutio. Principalis effectus baptismi est infusio gratiae. 
Unde ad hoc quod aliquid sit ibi sacramentum exigitur quod illud signum habeat 
similitudinem cum principali effectu. 

Sed ablutio exterior, sive actio sive passio, nullam habet similitudinem 
cum infusione gratiae; character vero ( f. 310c ) similitudinem habet cum ea. 
Ideo in baptismo solus character est sacramentum. 

In circumcisione vero, principalis effectus est peccati remissio, cum qua 
similitudinem habet ablatio pellis passio, et ideo est sacramentum ipsius. 


Commenting on the first text, we worded the principle thus: ,,Sa- 
cramentum in essentia est illud elementum quod habet similitudinem 
cum re principali sacramenti.“‘ Here, however, the author speaks of the 
sacrament’s principal effectus. Is there a contradiction? Not at all, be- 
cause Langton is dealing with sacraments which produce what they 
signify (efficiunt quod figurant). In such cases, the principal effect is 
actually identical with the principal ves'®. As we examine the expression 
of the principle in other texts, we shall find Stephen using both res and 


18 Cf. H.-M. Féret, “‘‘Sacramentum, Res’, dans la langue théologique de 
S. Augustin”, in Revue des sciences philosophique et théologique, XXIX 
(1940), p. 218. 

It may be objected that only sacraments of the New Testament were con- 
sidered to produce what they signify. Cf. D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, 
Pp. 92. Accordingly it would not be proper to refer to the effect of circumcision, 
an Old Testament sacrament. But we must remember that circumcision was 
considered an exception, and was believed to produce what it signified, the 
remission of sins. Like the other Old Testament sacraments, however, it did 
not by its own power (ex vi sua) confer grace, as do the sacraments of the 
New Law. Cf. D. Van den Eynde, ibidem, pp. 92—95. 

We present here some passages from Langton’s quaestiones in which we can 
see that he believed circumcision produced what it signifies, and that he also 
saw a difference between the efficacy of circumcision and that of baptism. 

Cd 195, f. 310c: “In circumcisione vero principalis effectus est peccati re- 
missio, cum qua similitudinem habet ablatio pellis passio.” 

Ca 54, f. 215a: “. . . sicut exterius dum patiebatur [circumcisus] tollebatur 
cutis, sic interius culpa.” 

Ca 54, f. 214d: “‘... in circumcisione conferebatur gratia, sed mon ex vi 
circumcisionis.”’ 

Cd 195, f. 310c: ‘‘Haec est enim differentia inter circumcisionem et baptis- 
mum, quod ex virtute baptismi remittuntur peccata ef infunditur gratia, et 
ex virtute circumcisionis dimittebantur peccata sed non infundebatur gratia.” 
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effectus in his formula. Still, there is no doubt that ves is the more basic 
concept, because of its intrinsic relation to sacramentum and similitudo. 
Effectus, on the contrary, enters into the formula only per accidens 
because it happens to be identical with the ves in the sacraments which 
produce what they signify. 

The third mention of the essence of circumcision occurs in the question 
de descriptione sacramenti. Though the word essentia does not appear, 
Stephen uses one of his ordinary expressions, sacramentum 1bt. 

Cb 134, £. 262d: Similiter in circumcisione, quia ablatio-passio non est 
visibilis, nec character, si dicatur quod character ibi sit sacramentum. 

This doctrine is an exact echo of the first text examined above, even 
to the point of recognizing the less preferable opinion, which places the 
essence of circumcision in character. 


B. Baptism. Through the analogy between circumcision and baptism, 
we have already learned a good deal about baptism. To repeat briefly, 
baptism has two res or effects, the remission of sin and the infusion of 
grace. Of these two, the infusion of grace is the more important (princi- 
palior). The ablution, one of the elements of baptism, has a similarity 
to the remission of sin, the lesser effect of baptism (effectus minus 
principalis). Hence the ablution is not the principal element, it is not 


the sacrament. Character, on the other hand, is similar to the infusion 
of grace, the more important res (principalior res sive effectus), and 
therefore it constitutes the sacrament in essentia. The doctrine on 
baptism found elsewhere always follows this same pattern. At times 
it is more developed, but it always comes to the same conclusion. 

We meet an analogy between baptism and another sacrament in the 
question de extrema unctione. The objection is made that if the inunctio 
qualitas is the sacrament in extrezue unction, ablutio qualitas should 
likewise be the sacrament in baptism. In answer, the author makes it 
clear that character is the sacrament in baptism because it alone has 
similitudo cum re principali baptismi, scil. gratiae impressione. 

Ca 53, f.214a: Sed eadem ratione qua dicis quod inunctio qualitas est 


sacramentum unctionis extremae, quare non similiter dicis quod qualitas est 
sacramentum baptismi, scil. ablutio? Quod si est, in baptismo non confertur 
character. 

Dicimus quod omne sacramentum similitudinem debet habere cum eo cuius 
est sacramentum, sive cum sua re principali. Sed principalis res baptismi est 
gratia vel impressio gratiae, cuius similitudinem habet character impressus. 
Sed cum hac re non habet similitudinem ablutio qualitas, licet habeat similitu- 
dinem cum ablutione interiori, quae est secundaria res baptismi. 
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Elsewhere, our author discusses at length the elements of baptism. 
Once he has enumerated the three, aqua, ablutio, character, he explains 
why each one is a sacrament in a certain sense. There follows the crucial 
question: Which of the three constitutes baptism itself? Omitting the 
involved argument concerning water as the essence of baptism, we shall 
quote only the synthetic objection which follows. 

Cb 60, f.219b: Sed contra. Quare potius dicitur character baptismus 
ablutio vel quam aqua, cum aqua significet gratiam et ablutio remissionem 
peccati ? 

In reply, Stephen denies water and ablution the honor of being the 
sacrament, because they do not signify the principal effect of baptism. 
Note in the following passage the fine distinction between gratia simpli- 
citer and impressio gratiae. 

Cb 60, f. 2t9b—c: Responsio. Principalis effectus ( f. 219c ) baptismi est 
infusio gratiae, secundarius remissio peccati. Ablutio autem non debet esse 
baptismus, cum non significet principalem effectum baptismi. Item, aqua 
non debet baptismus, cum non significet impressionem gratiae, licet significet 
gratiam. 

It is left to the reader to conclude that character is the sacrament in 
baptism, since it signifies the impression of grace, the principal effect 
of baptism. 

Under the title, de baptismo, in Cd 189, a similar treatment begins 
by enunciating the question. 


Cd 189, f. 308b: ... primo, quid sit sacramentum baptismi in essentia? 


As the discussion goes on, question Cd 189 apparently reunites in 
itself more or less systematically many points from other questions, 
particularly Cb 60, de baptismo!®. By comparison, the terminology in 
Cd 189 is more technical and the treatment more extended than in 
Cb 60°. For brevity’s sake, we shall cite only the passages which differ 
slightly from Cb 60. Besides adding two arguments in favor of ablutio 
exterior, the present question also develops to a high degree Cb 60’s 
simple answer to the problem of the essence of baptism. 

Cd 189, f. 308b: Solutio. In baptismo sunt tria, scil. character, aqua, 
exterior ablutio. Character significat infusionem sive impressionem gratiae, 
et infusio gratiae est principalis effectus baptismi. Unde cum character simili- 

19 The first part of Cd 189 is certainly based on the first part of question 
Cb 60, and a piece of Cb 134 is put in besides. For a comparative study, cf. 
Appendix A. : 

20 Whether the form and wording of Cd 189 are the work of Langton him- 


self or of a compiler, we cannot say for certain. But the doctrine is substan- 
tially his, as well as the tendency to use technical terminology. 
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tudinem habeat cum principali effectu baptismi, quia per hoc quod imprimitur 
animae datur intelligi quod gratia infundatur animae, — per hoc inquam 
patet quod character proprie est sacramentum baptismi. Aqua est sacramentum 
remissionis peccati quoad culpam, et hoc est secundarius effectus baptismi. 
Ablutio exterior est sacramentum remissionis peccati quoad poenam, et hoc 
est secundo secundarius effectus baptismi. 

Noteworthy here are the formula, similitudo cum principali effectu, 
and the technical expression, secundo secundarius effectus. Moreover, 
the ves of water and ablution differ considerably from the ones in the 
other text. In place of grace and the remission of sin, we find the re- 
mission of sin guoad culpam and quoad poenam as the res of aqua and 
ablutio respectively*'. 

To complete the picture, recall to mind that character in baptism 
is one of the invisible sacraments in question Cb 134, de descriptione 
sacramenti, which stands in the way of the definition, invisibilis gratiae 
visibilis forma. 

After hearing all these testimonies, we must admit that the accidental 
differences in the arguments for and against water and ablution are 
lost in the strong chorus of texts which favor character as the essence 
of baptism on the grounds that it is similar to the principal res or effect 
of the sacrament, the impression or infusion of grace (quia significat 
seu similitudinem habet cum re sive effectu principali sacramenti, scil. 
cum impressione sive infusione gratiae). 


C. Holy Orders. Outside of the explanation of the essence of orders 
in the question utrum character conferatur in ordine, there is but the 
slightest mention of it in Cb 134, de descriptione sacrament. 


Cb 134, f. 262d: ...quia character est sacramentum in baptismo, non 
tamen est visibilis forma, sicut nec character ordinis. 


The explanatory text opens with a very simple question: 
Cd 206, f. 318a: Postea quaeritur quid sit in ordine sacramentum. 


There follow three objections against character as the answer. The 


solution counters the objections by proclaiming character as the sacra- 
mentum tbt. 


Cd 206, f. 318b: Solutio. Dicimus quod character est ibi sacramentum, et 
iste character est ad excellentiam et alio respectu forte ad distinctionem. 


1 At the end of this same question, we read a passage which seems to unite 
these two interpretations of aqua. Cd 189, f. 308d: ‘‘Et aliter: Oportet sacra- 
mentum habere similitudinem cum re cuius est signum. Sed aqua baptismi 
aliquid tollit, scil. sordes, et per hoc significat remissionem peccatorum; et 
aliquid ponit, scil. humectationem, et per hoc significat infusionem gratiae.” 
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Then the three objections are answered in succession. For greater 
convenience, we shall change the order of Langton’s text and join each 
answer to its respective objection. 


(1* objection) Cd 206, f. 318a—b: Si dicatur character, contra: sacramentum 
est forma visibilis invisibilis gratiae. (f.318b) Sed character non est visibilis; 
ergo non est sacramentum. 

This objection is the reverse of the one made in Cb 134". There, the 
invisibility of character was used against the definition, invisibilis 
gratiae visibilis forma; here the definition combines with the invisibility 
of character to argue against character as the essence of holy orders. 


(r** answer) Cd 206, f. 318b: Ad illud autem quod inducit contrarium, 
dicimus quod illa descriptio data est per causam, id est, ad hoc quod sit ibi 
sacramentum oportet quod ad conferendum [gratiam] sit aliqua forma visibilis. 

Quite evidently the answer is the same as in Cb 13473. The causa is 
taken as a necessary concomitant, a sort of conditio sine qua non, of the 
sacrament. In other words, you cannot have a sacrament without a 
visible element, though this element itself is not the essence of the 
sacrament. 

The second objection arises from an analogy with extreme unction. 

(2™4 objection) Cd 206, f. 318b: Item, cum in extrema inunctione sit 
unctio sacramentum, quare non est hic similiter consecratio ? 

The comparison is poor, because consecration takes away something, 
whereas anointing confers something. 

(2°4 answer) Cd 206, f. 318b: Ad illud quod postea dicii, dicimus quod 
consecratio non est sacramentum, quia consecratio teuit, sed sacramentum 
confert; unctio vero confert. Et ideo non est simile de consecratione. 

Finally, Langton objects to character on the basis of the principle 
of determining the essence of a sacrament. If holy orders are instituted 
principally to distinguish the ministries of the church (signum distinc- 
tionis ministeriorum), that is their principal ves. How then can character 
be the sacrament, since it is a sign of grace (signum gratiae), and has 
no similarity to the res principalis? 

(3™ objection) Cd 206, f. 319b: Item, ordo principaliter institutus est ad 
discretionem ministerii ecclesiae, et non ad conferendum gratiam vel ad 


augmentandum, cum per alia sacramenta satis conferatur; ergo cum character 
sit signum gratiae, non videtur in ordine quod sit sacramentum character. 


22 Cf. note 4 above for Langton’s text. 
23 Cf. note 5 above for Langton’s text. 
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To reinstate character as the essence of holy orders, the author replies 
that grace is in a way the res principalis sacramenti, because it is higher 
in dignity than the other res (in quantum est res dignior). Accordingly, 
character is after all the sacrament, by virtue of its similarity to grace, 
the res principalis dignior. 


3"! answer) Cd 206, f. 318b: Ad tertium dicimus quod distinctio mini- 
steriorum est principalis res sacramenti. Haec duplex: id est ,,dignior“, fal- 
sum est; immo gratia est dignior. Si ,,principalis“, id est ‘‘ad hoc fuit insti- 
tutum”’, verum est. 


II. Second Group of Sacraments 


With the foregoing, we conclude the explicit testimonies concerning 
Langton’s principle, similitudo cum re principali. The second group is 
made up of the sacraments whose essence is determined, but without 
the use of the principle enunciated above. Speaking of extreme unction, 
Stephen does not set forth the complete principle, but merely says 
similitudo cum re sua. When referring to confirmation and matrimony, 
however, he simply tells us that a certain qualitas is the sacrament, 


and that it is a signum sacrae rei, without ever mentioning the res princi- 
palis. 


A. Extreme Unction. The discussion of extreme unction, which 
follows the general pattern of the questions on baptism, begins with 
the statement of the problem. 


Ca 53, f. 213d: Sed quaeritur quid ibi sit sacramentum, utrum character 
an oleum an ipsa unctio. 

After quickly deciding that neither character nor oil can be the 
essence of extreme unction, the author makes a distinction between 
unctiones active et passive sumptae. 


Ca 53, £. 213d: Si character, ergo hoc sacramentum non est iterabile, sicut 
nec baptismus. Sed constat quod iteratur. 


Si oleum, ergo etsi nullus inungatur, nihilominus est hoc sacramentum 
quod falsum. 


Si unctio, active vel passive. . . 


There follows a barrage of objections and counter objections leading 
up to the final question: ,,Quid ergo ibi est sacramentum ?“ 

By way of necessary clarification, the distinction is made between 
the word inunctus used as a participle and as a noun. In the participal 


24 This text is in Appendix B, under Ca 53, nos. 2—4. 
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sense, it refers to the anointing as something received or undergone 
(inunctio-passio) ; in the nominal sense, to a certain quality of the body 
(qualitas corporis). Of these two, only the latter is the sacrament of 
extreme unction, just as a certain qualitas is the sacrament of matrimony. 
Moreover, this quality in extreme unction is similar to the res of the 
sacrament, the internal wnctio of the soul”. 


Ca 53, £. 213d—214a: Dicimus quod sicut haec vox “‘positum” quandoque 
est nomen, et secundum hoc interdum aliquid est positum, licet nihil ponatur, 
et quandoque est participium, sic haec vox “‘inunctus” in una significatione 
est participium copulans passionem; et secundum hoc, inunctio non est sacra- 
mentum. In alia significatione est nomen copulans qualitatem corporis, quae 
surgit ex omnibus illis inunctionibus passive, quae exiguntur ad conferendum 
hoc sacramentum. Et illa qualitas est sacramentum unctionis extremae, et 
incipit esse in corpore cum consummantur illae unctiones passive, sicut sacra- 
mentum (f.214a) matrimonii surgit ex duobus consensibus, quorum neuter 
est sacramentum; et est matrimonium qualitas quae est in duobus ita quod 
in neutro. Potest autem percipi sensu corporeo quod illa qualitas [extremae 
unctionis] sit in corpore; et habet similitudinem cum sua re, scil. cum unctione 
interiori. 

This last statement, et habet similitudinem cum sua re, with its simple 
et, seems too matter of fact to be the reason for determining the qualitas 
as the essence of the sacrament. However, such an interpretation is at 


least possible in view of the explicit statement of Langton’s principle 
in the subsequent context”. 


Ca 53, f.214a: ...omme sacramentum similitudinem debet habere.. . 
cum sua re principali. 

Relative to the present question, it is worth noting the determination 
of the principal ves of extreme unction which occurs further on in the 
quaestio. The author starts with a twofold res: one is the remission of 
sins, which he calls unctio spiritualis; the other, the alleviation of the 
body. He maintains the remission of sins is the most important res by 
reason of its dignity, but insists that the alleviatio corporis is the principal 
res for which the sacrament was instituted. 


Ca 53, f.214c: Unde haec locutio est duplex: ‘“Eius principalis res est 
remissio peccati sive sanitas mentis.’’ Potest enim dici “‘principalis”, id est 
% This unctio interior, judged from the subsequent context, should mean 
the vemissio peccati, gratia mediante. Cf. Appendix B, under Ca 53, no. 13. 
This interpretation is confirmed by two other passages further on in the same 
question, where the author speaks of unctio spiritualis and sanitas mentis as 


synonymous with remissio peccati. Cf. Appendix B, under Ca 53, nos. 16 and 
I 


7: : 
26 The text is found near the bottom of page in text, p. 346 above; also in 
Appendix B, under Ca 53, no. 8. 


2° 
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dignior, et sic est vera; vel “principalis res’, id est propter quam est hoc 
sacramentum principaliter institutum, et secundum hoc falsa, — immo 
principalis est sanitas sive alleviatio corporis. 

Another redaction of the same question in almost exactly the style 
of Cd 196, de sacramento confirmationis?’, is found in V 171. It agrees 
with Ca 53 in placing the essence of extreme unction in unctione qualitate, 
making the recipient of the sacrament an unctus in the nominal sense. 
Nevertheless, V 171 departs from Ca 53 in putting the qualitas in the 
soul and not in the body of the unctus?®. 


V 171, f. 265c: Sed paucis nos expedientes dicimus quod illud sacramentum 
non est oleum vel aliqua actio, sed quaedam qualitas quae innascitur animae 
et surgit ex illis unctionibus, actionibus et passionibus quae fiunt ex (!) di- 
versis membris. Et talis qualitas copulatur et praedicatur de hoc termino 
“unctus” quando ponitur nominaliter. Et quando idem terminus ponitur 
participialiter praedicatur uno termino “passio”’. 

Thereafter the author of V 171 brings up other problems related to 
the effects of the sacrament. He suggests several solutions to the pro- 
blems which arise if extreme unction produces only one of its two effects. 
He also speaks of the effectus principalior sive ratione dignitatis (remissio 
peccati) sive ratione finis propter quem inventum est hoc sacramentum®®. 
Strangely enough, he does not use the term ves in these passages, as 
does Ca 53. Consequently, Ca 53 is not only more Langtonian in flavor, 
but also more explicit concerning the ves in extreme unction. This 
brings it closer to the enunciation of the oft-repeated principle Langton 
uses for determining the essence of a sacrament: similitudo cum re 
principali sacramenti. 


wt Cf. Appendix B, under Ca 53, no. 5, and V 171, no. 3, for a comparative 
study. 

28 This qualitas animae runs side by side with the doctrine expressed in 
Cd 196, f.311b: “Item, hoc sacramentum [confirmationis] est quaedam 
qualitas animae, sicut extrema unctio.”” Which of these redactions is to be 
attributed to Langton? The arguments are in favor of Ca 53. It is in Ca, 
supposedly the best section of the Cambridge manuscript, and it has been 
corrected quite carefully. Another copy of redaction Ca 53 is in ms. CH. The 
redaction V 171, on the other hand, is found only in V. Moreover, it betrays 
the style of the introduction of Cd 196, which was probably rewritten by a 
compiler. The evident similarity of subject matter, order, and doctrine in 
V 171 and Ca 53 make them substantially the same question, but there are 
such accidental differences in doctrine and in the mode of treatment, that we 
believe that the two redactions were made by two different persons. From 
the arguments given above, we can safely say that redaction 53 is closer 
to Langton than the other one. For a comparative study of the texts, cf. 
Appendix B. The appendix does not contain the entire question, Cd 196, but 
only the parts which run parallel to Ca 53. 

* Cf. Appendix B, under V 171, nos. 4—8. 

3° Cf. Appendix B, under 171, nos. 13—14. 
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B. Confirmation. A question in Cd treats briefly of confirmation sine 
disputatione. A still shorter exposition of the same topics is found near 
the end of CH. It is questionable whether Langton himself wrote either 
of these questions, but the doctrine does not disagree with his. Accord- 
ing to both texts, inunctio qualitas is the sacrament. They also use the 
analogy between qualitas in confirmation and extreme unction to argue 
against this point. Still, neither text expresses the formula for the 
essence of a sacrament, though the author of Cd 196 apparently knew 
of it. He seems to know of the question superius, which treats of the 
matter fully. 


Cd 196, f. 311a 
Circa sacramentum confirmationis: 


CH 189, f. 153b 
Sed quaeritur quid sit sacramen- 


quid sit ibi sacramentum .. . ? 

Omnes obiectionis superius factae, 
“quid sit sacramentum in baptismo, 
an aqua, an ablutio exterior, an 
character“, possunt hic fieri. 

Dicimus absque disputatione quod 
quaedam qualitas animae, quae copu- 
latur per hunc terminum “unctus” 
nominaliter positum, — ut cum 
dicitur: Iste est unctus — est sacra- 
mentum confirmationis. Unctio vero 
passio copulatur hoc termino “‘unc- 
tus” participialiter posito. 

Several paragraphs later: 

Cd 196, f. 311b: Item, hoc sacra- 
mentum est quaedam qualitas ani- 
mae, sicut extrema unctio. 


tum confirmationis. 

Si chrisma, pari ratione aqua in 
baptismo. Si inunctio, pari ratione 
ablutio in baptismo. 


Solutio. Sacramentum confirma- 
tionis est inunctio non actio sed 
qualitas, et illa signum est unctionis 
gratiae. 


Ci 189, f.153b: Item, sicut in 
extrema unctione sacramentum est 
unctio qualitas, ita in confirmatione. 


C. Matrimony. There is only one extended explanation of the essence 
of matrimony. An echo of the same doctrine is heard in Ca 53, de extrema 
wnctione. Langton places the essence of matrimony in a certain quality 
arising from the mutual consent of the two parties. It consists of a 
bond (vinculum), which, though double, constitutes but one matrimony. 


Cd 207, f. 318d: Item, quaeritur quid sit matrimonium in essentia, utrum 
unum sit vel plura, et utrum qualitas vel relatio. Si unum est, utrum sit in 
duobus, ita quod in neutro vel ita quod in utroque. 


Cd 207, f. 318d 
Dicimus quod matrimonium est 
qualitas quae nascitur ex mutuo con- 


Ca 53, f. 213d—214a 
...Sicut matrimonium surgit ex 
duobus consensibus, quorum neuter 
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sensu; et est duo vincula quae insunt estsacramentum; et est matrimonium 
duobus; non tamen duo sunt matri- qualitas quae est in duobus ita quod 
monia sed unum. in neutro. 

Then he asks cuius rei sit sacramentum. Throughout the answer, 
however, there is no explicit reference to a similarity to the principal 
res for determining the essence of the sacrament. 

Cd 207, f. 318d: Item, quaeritur cuius rei sacramentum sit matrimonium. 

Dicimus quod ante carnalem copulam est sacramentum, id est signum, 
Christi et ecclesiae militantis; post carnalem copulam est sacramentum Christi 
et ecclesiae triumphantis, quia, sicut in matrimonio corporali sunt tria, scil. 
consensus animorum, carnalis copula, et matrimonium, ita in sacramento 
spirituali Christi et ecclesiae fuit consensus animorum a primo Abel, carnalis 
copula a tempore incarnationis; matrimonium erit in iudicio. 

The distinction of the three elements is interesting, even though the 
argumentation itself is none too clear*?. 


III. Third Group of Sacraments 


Nowhere does Langton explain how he arrives at the essence of the 
eucharist or of penance. We can infer that he considezed Corpus Christ 
the essence of the eucharist®*, because in Cb 134 he mentions it among 
several other sacramental essences. 

Cb 134, f. 262d: ...quia character est sacramentum in baptismo, non 
tamen est visibilis forma, sicut nec character ordinis. Sic Corpus Christi est 
sacramentum unitatis ecclesiae; non tamen est visibilis forma, quia non est 
forma. Similiter in circumcisione, quia ablatio passio non est visibilis, nec 
character, si dicatur quod character ibi sit sacramentum. 


For the rest, he favors the terminology, sacramentum tantum, sacra- 
mentum et res, res tantum, for the elements of eucharist and penance*. 
He calls the Body of Christ sacramentum et res, but this does not seem 
to influence his choice of it as the sacrament. 

Finally, Langton’s collected questions tell us nothing at all about 
the essence of the sacrament of penance. 


* * 
cg 


The resulting picture of Langton’s determination of the essence of 
the sacraments, based on his guaestiones theologicae, may be drawn as 


31 In some of the manuscripts, there are blanks in the place of the words, 
a primo Abel and matrimonium. Apparently, this is an unclear passage in the 
original, and we have here possible interpolations. 

%2 For an explanation of how it came to be considered as such, cf. D. Van 
den Eynde, Les définitions, pp. 79—8o. 

23 Cf. note 9 above. 
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follows. He uses many expressions to designate the sacrament: sacramen- 
tum in essentia, essentia sacramenti, sacramentum proprie (as opposed 
to large), sacramentum ibi, sacramentum in baptismo, etc., sacramentum 
baptismi, etc., baptismus, etc., est**. When he tells us how he determines 
the essence of a sacrament, he starts from its principal res and works 
back to the element which bears the greatest similarity to it. This 
element is the essence of the sacrament. We do not pretend that Langton 
applied this reasoning to ali the sacraments, but generally when he 
explains his choice of the essence, he starts from the principle as ex- 
plained above. 

His complete doctrine on the principal elements of the sacraments 
may be seen at a glance in the following diagram. 


Sacrament Principal Element Relation to Res 


Circumcision Ablatio-passio (charac- Similitudo cum re 
ter) principali 
Baptism Character Similitudo cum effectu 
principali 
Confirmation Qualitas animae *Signum gratiae™ (si- 
militudo cum gratia) 
Eucharist Corpus Christi *Signum unitatis ec- 
clesiae 
Penance —_-—— —-—_—— 
Extreme Unction Qualitas corporis (ani- Similitudo cum re™* 
mae)? (unctione interiort) 
de facto principah 
Holy Orders Character Similitudo cum re 
principali 
Matrimony Qualitas *Signum unionis Chri- 
sti et ecclesiae 


PRINCIPLES OF OTHER AUTHORS 


The next step in our investigation is to compare Langton’s doctrine 
with the position of some of the authors who wrote shortly before and 
after him. Not all of them have the same point of departure in determin- 


%4 For the secondary elements, the quaestiones use the terms, sacramentum 
large, ves sacramentalis, sacramentale. We hope to develop this point at some 
future date. 

35 Those marked with an asterisk are not given by Langton as the basis of 
the sacramentum in essentia. They are merely mentioned by him in close 
connection with the essences. 

36 This may be considered by Langton as the reason why qualitas corporis 
is the principal element. 
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ing the essential element of a sacrament. Ignoring the principal res, 
some of them begin with the permanent quality of the sacraments, 
especially of baptism. 


I. Permanentia 


During the latter half of the 12th century, scholars gave more and 
more attention to sacramentum as a permanent reality®’. As a result, 
some saw in this permanent reality the essence of certain sacraments, 
beginning with character, or signaculum, in baptism**. From baptism, 
the notion of sacramentum manens was extended to other sacraments, 
notably confirmation and holy orders, and even in some sense to extreme 
unction and matrimony®. 


A very clear exponent of the theory of permanent essences was 
Praepositinus, who wrote: 


Summa, Cod. Evlangen lat. 353, f. 49v: Contra: Aqua desinit esse, qua iste 
baptizatur, et ablutio de quocumque intelligens sive active sive passive. Sed 
baptismus non desinit esse. Ergo baptismus nullum istorum est. 


Item, iste non potest esse et non habere baptisma. Ita enim dicit Augustinus, 
quod illa nota magis adhaeret quam alia corporalis nota, et quod aliud est non 
habere, aliud pernitiose habere, aliud salubriter habere. Quod non habetur, 
dandum est; quod pernitiose habetur, agendum est ut salubriter habetur. Ubi 
dat intelligere, quod nemo potest amittere baptisma. Ergo baptismus non potest 
desinere esse in isto; sed aqua desinit esse et ablutio, ut supra*®. 


Thereupon follows the solution. 


Solutio. Dicimus quod in hoc sacramento tria considerantur: unum, quod 
est significans et non manens; aliud, quod est significans e¢ manens; tertium, 
quod est significatum. Significans et non manens: ipsa aqua. Significans et 
manens: signaculum, quod inest homini ex hoc quod baptizatur in forma 
ecclesiae. Significatum: gratia mundans... Ubi auctoritates dicunt quod 
baptisma non potest quis amittere, de secundo intelligatur... Sed medium 
proprie dicitur baptisma* 


37 N. M. Haring, ‘‘Berengar’s Definitions”, pp. 121—126; D. Van denEynde, 
Les définitions, pp. 80—81. 

3 Cf. A. Laslevel “Die friihscholastische Definition”, pp. 353—383; 
N. M. Haring, op. cit., 133—134; D. Van den Eynde, op. cit., p. 81. 
treats the point from the angle of the definition of baptism. Haring follows 
closely upon his idea when he writes about the sacrament defined as character. 
Continuing from there, Van den Eynde makes the necessary distinction be- 
tween defining a sacrament and determining its principal or essential element. 

*° D. Van den Eynde, ibidem. Whether it was applied to all these sacraments 
as a criterion of determining their essence is a point which has not yet been 
established to our satisfaction. 

#0 Cf. A. Landgraf, “Die friihscholastische Definition’’, p. 356, note 88. 

*! Cf. ibidem, pp. 357—358. 
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In this passage, as in other writings*?, we find that permanence is 
used with particularly good effect in disqualifying water and ablution 
as the essence of baptism. And yet, when the writers come to signaculum 
or character as the sacrament, most of them suddenly become quite 
matter of fact. They merely state that baptism is character ef permanet. 
They do not say, guia permanet®. 


II. Similitudo cum re principal 

This creates a striking contrast with the way Langton employs his 
principle, similitudo cum re principali. His argumentation is replete 
with guia, unde, etc., all indicating the reason why this or that element 
is the sacramentum 1bi. Add to this Stephen’s comparative silence about 
permanentia. Some of the times that he does mention it, he is not at 
all concerned with the principal element of the Sacrament, but rather 
with reviviscentia“, What is more significant, when he mentions per- 


42 E.g., Cod. British Museum Harley lat. 3855, £. 13v: 
“Sed opponitur: aqua est baptismus. . .. Item, id quod est baptismus isti 
biliter adhaeret.” Cf. A. Landgraf, op. cit., Pp. 355, note 87. 

In the same Codex Harley, f. 13v: “Item, illis qui dicunt quod tinctio est 
baptismus, sic obicitur: baptismus est tinctio: ergo actio vel passio. Quod sit 
actio non potest dici, guia non durat nisi quantum aliquis immergetur. Quod 
sit passio non potest dici, guia non durat nisi quousque iste siccetur.” Cf. 
A. Landgraf, op. cit., p. 356, note 88. 

Again in Cones Harley, f. 13v: “Magister noster dicit quod baptismus est 
gratia quae confertur homini quando immergitur in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti, qua carere non potest, quae ei inseparabiliter adhaeret, et est 
donum gratuitum, mec deserit quando mortaliter peccat nec post, sicut nec 
scientia deserit istum cum peccat, licet sit donum gratuitum. — Nota quod 
gratia baptismi duplex est, scilicet alia separabilis, alia imseparabilis. Inse- 
parabilis, quod baptizatus numquam potest dici vere non baptizatus, sive 
apostataverit sive non. Separabilis triplex est, scilicet delectio peccati, collatio 
gratiae, et conservatio eiusdem.”’ Cf. A. Landgraf, op. cit., pp. 353—354- 

Landgraf says that the Magister is most probably Tenens of Corbeil, who 
introduced the term character in its modern meaning into sacramental theology. 

The Notulae super IIII™ librum sententiarum, Cod. Vat. Reg. lat. _ and 
the Glossa in sententias, Cod. Bibl. Roy. de Belgique (Bruxelles) lat. 1539, 
f. 182v, copy Praepositinus quite closely. Cf. A. Landgraf, op. cit., 
However, the latter does not set up permanence as a reason for 
the essence of the sacrament. 

43 In the Harley ms. citation in note 42 above (“Magister noster dicit’’, etc.), 
we have searched in vain to find permanentia given as the reason for designat- 
ing character as the sacrament in baptism. In fact, the only phrase which can 
in any way be construed as a reason is the one which speaks of signum, which 
has at best some implicit connection with Stephen’s similitudo. 

However, in the light of what we read in Praepositinus, it is hard to imagine 
that a statement as clear and definite as his should be the only one of his time 
which alleges permanence as the criterion of the essence of a sacrament. It is 
ee 2 oo Oe peaey en 

ill check this point more closely to see how many near contemporaries of Praepo- 
sitinus shared his view and expressed it clearly. 

“4 For example, in the question de fictione, he writes: Cb 61, f. 219d: “Cum 
baptismus mortuus sit in ficte accedente, et tamen postea reviviscat, quare 
non eodem modo opera mortua reviviscunt ? 
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manence while determining the essence of a sacrament, far from basing 
his argument on it, he merely considers permanentia as a trait which 
makes character similar to its res, grace, By virtue of this similarity, 
character fulfils the demands of his principle, similitudo cum re prin- 
cipali. 

Though Langton’s elementa principalia frequently coincide with 
those of other authors, we do not believe he had in mind the sacramentum 
manens as such when he opposed the sacramenta imvisibilia to the Au- 
gustinian visibilis forma**. He leaves no doubt that he was led to some 
of the invisible essences not by their permanence, but because they had 
a similarity to the principal res of the sacrament. 

But where did Langton get his idea? There are a few passages which 
may have furnished the elements of his theory*’. Peter of Poitiers 
decides upon exterior corporis ablutio facta sub forma verborum prae- 
scripta as the essence of baptism. To defend his position, he writes: 

Sententiarum libri quinque, V c. 4: Nec est aliquid, quod expressiorem habet 
similitudinem cum illa interiori mundatione quam illa corporis ablutio. Unde 
et illam dicimus ecclesiae baptismum. (PL 211, 1230) 

Though his conclusion differs from Stephen’s, all he lacks is the 
distinction of a multiple ves, and the determination of a res principals. 


The multiple ves is found in a question in the group of Odo of Ourscamp 
(d. 1171)**. 


‘‘Responsio. In baptismo imprimitur character qui remanet, et ideo non 
est mirum si adveniente caritate reviviscat.” 

And elsewhere we read: Ca8, f.178c: “Praeterea, sicut nec perceptio 
eucharistiae vivificatur, nec umquam habebit effectum, sic nec perceptio, 
actus scil. baptismi. Baptismus autem, scil. character, semper manet in homine, 
<4 non eucharistia, nec sacramentum eucharistiae, et ideo secus est hic quam 
ibi.”” 

* Cb 60, f. 219c: “Item, ad hoc quod aliquid sit sacramentum, oportet 
quod habeat similitudinem cum re significata ... Et hoc etiam verum est hic, 
quoniam character... habet similitudinem cum re significata, quoniam sicut 
character imprimitur inseparabiliter, ita et gratia imprimitur inseparabiliter.” 

46 Van den Eynde seems to imply this in his treatment, though he does not 
say so explicitly. He is speaking as of a general doctrinal trend, in general 
terms. Actually, however, he gives the opinion of only one group of authors 
concerning the basis of invisible sacramental essences. To include the other 
opinion as well, one could say simply sacramentum principale or sacramentum 
in essentia, instead of using the term sacramentum manens. Cf. D. Van den 
Eynde, Les définitions, pp. 82—83, 88. 

47 The texts which follow have been presented by Landgraf and Haring 
with the remark that this different idea is noteworthy, but they have not 
traced it from author to author. This is understandable because it would be 
difficult to trace without the texts from Langton’s q¢ tiones theologicae. 

‘* Haring places the first mention of a multiple res in Godfrey of Poitiers, 
whose writing he dates at ca. 1231. Godfrey, in speaking of gratia as the res 
principalis of baptism, at least implies that there is more than one ves in 
baptism, and that the ablutio sordium is the res minus principalis. N. M. Haring, 
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Quaestiones, Cod. Vat. Reg. lat. 135, £. 90v: Res baptismi triplex est remissio 
peccatorum, collatio gratiae, et augmentum gratiae*®. 


This text does not yet determine which res is principal, and which 
are secondary. 

A much closer approach to Langton’s doctrine appears in the Notulae 
super IIII” librum sententiarum (1207—1215), which credit a certain 
Magister Ernaldus with the doctrine that character is the sacrament of 


baptism, because it has a greater similarity to grace than either of the 
other two elements, water and ablution®®. 


Cod. Vat. Reg. lat. 411, £.63: Ideo dicit m{agister] Er{naldus] quod tria 
sunt sacramenta in baptismo: aqua et ablutio, quia(!) significat gratiam, et 
character. Et hic solus dicitur sacramentum quod est baptismus, quia aqua 
significat gratiam large et vage. Sed character, cum sit impressus animae, 
sicut et gratia, maiorem habet convenientiam cum gratia quam aqua. Et ideo 
aqua et ablutio sunt sacramenta, sed tamen character est sacramentum 
baptismi*!. 


This is Langton’s conclusion, and the idea of similitudo is there, but 
he reverts to Peter of Poitiers, with only one res. Ernaldus chooses 
gratia on place of Peter’s remissio peccati. 

In these three texts, we have nearly all the ingredients of Langton’s 
principle: similitudo (Peter of Poitiers, Ernaldus), a multiple res (Cod. 
Vat. Reg. lat. 135). The designation of a principal res as the starting 
point of the determination seems to be the step which Stephen took 
beyond them. He surpasses them by far in his very frequent and explicit 
application of the whole principle to more than one sacrament. 

Eminent among Langton’s close followers are Godfrey of Poitiers 
and Guy of Orchelles. As usual, Godfrey is faithful to his Master, Stephen, 
when he writes of character in baptism. 


Summa, Bruges Ville, Cod. lat. 220, f. 112: Ablutio autem aquae signum 
est ablutionis sordium. Sed impressio characteris est signum appositionis 


“‘Berengar’s Definitions’’, p. 137. The text is in note 52 below. For an explana- 
tion, cf. D. Van den Eynde, Les définitions, p. 89, note 1. 

After examining Langton’s quaestiones theologicae, we can easily see that 
Godfrey in his Summa (1214!) is copying from his Magister, Langton. Moreover, 
in the Ourscamp text, we see that the idea of the multiple res was in existence 
long wi Langton’s questions. 

® Cf. A. Landgraf, “‘Die Wirkung der Taufe im ‘Fictus’ und im ‘Contritus’ 
nach dex t Lehre der Friihscholastik’’, in Acta Pont. Academiae Romanae, VIII 
(new series) (1943), Pp. 301. 

50 We made passing mention of this doctrinal similarity while speaking of 
a certain Arnuldus in the Cambridge ms. of Langton’s question. Cf. L. Antl, 
“An Introduction to the Quaestiones Theologicae of Stephen Langton’, in 
Franciscan Studies, XII (1952), p. 160, note 68. 

51 Cf. A. Landgraf, “Die friihscholastische Definition”, p. 359, note 92. 
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gratiae, quae est principalior res baptismi. Et ideo dico quod character est 
sacramentum in baptismo®?. 

Guy of Orchelles sounds like Langton in his use of potissimus effectus 
and dignior effectus, as well as of principalis effectus. He reminds us of 
Stephen’s distinction between the effectus principalior ratione dignitatis 
and the effectus principalior ratione finis propter quem institutum est 
sacramentum. 


Summa de sacramentis: Ad hoc dicimus quod hoc argumentum non valet: 
“Passio circumcisionis est sacramentum in circumcisione; ergo passio baptizati 
est sacramentum in baptismo.” Nam penes potissimum effectum baptismi 
debet accipi sacramentum. Cum ergo infusio gratiae sit dignior effectus quam 
remissio peccati, dicimus quod penes illam debet sumi sacramentum. Unde 
character, qui habet similitudinem cum infusione gratiae, sacramentum est 
ibi. In circumcisione vero principalis effectus est remissio peccati; unde, cum 
depositio pelliculae similitudinem habeat cum illa, ibi est sacramentum®®. 

It appears, then, that Langton’s doctrine is the link that was missing 
in the chain of texts presented by Landgraf and Haring. Whether 
anyone preceded him in the clear statement of the principle of determin- 
ing the essence of a sacrament remains to be seen from a more extensive 
search of the texts of his day. For the present, it is safe to say that he 
probably was the first to state it clearly and use it extensively. This 
position is strengthened by the fact that Magister Ernaldus, a contem- 
porary of his, does not do so, though he does approach it. 


* * 
* 


From this brief study of one simple point of Langton’s sacramento- 
logy, we gain a fair appreciation of his theological attitude. Basically 
he is traditionalist in his approach to doctrine. He evidenced his high 
regard for St. Augustine by respectfully refusing to change the wording 
of the sacramental definition, invisibilis gratiae visibilis forma. Nor did 
he reject the position of his fellow theologians who held the invisible 
essences of certain sacraments. 

Counterbalancing his traditionalism was a healthy spirit of progress. 
He tried to reason out the basis of the invisible sacramental essences, 


52 Cf. ibidem, p. 369, note 117. Practically the same words occur in the 
same manuscript on f.127c: ‘“‘Ablutio autem aquae signum est ablutionis 
sordium. Sed impressio characteris est signum appositionis gratiae, quae est 
res principalior. Et ideo dico quod character est sacramentum in baptismo.” 
Cf. N. M. Haring, ‘‘Berengar’s Definitions”, p. 137, note 85, and D. Van den 
Eynde, Les définitions, p. 89, note 4. 

58 Guidonis de Ovchellis Tractatus de Sacramentis ex eius Summa de Sacra- 
mentis et Officiis Ecclesiae, ed. D. and O. Van den Eynde, (Franciscan Institute 
Publications, no. 4, St. Bonaventure, N. Y., 1953), p. 18. 
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and advanced his principle, that the essence of a sacrament is the element 
which is similar to the sacrament’s principal res. (Essentia sacramenti 
est elementum quod habet similitudinem cum re principali sacramenti.) 
His reasoning was acceptable to some of his followers and seems to have 
enjoyed considerable prestige, even though, as we pointed out, the 
church did not incorporate it into her official body of doctrine. 

To judge Stephen Langton or any scholastic fairly, we must bear in mind 
that they did not have the decrees of a Council of Trent or of the Vatican 
to guide them on many points. They were seeking the truth by applying 
themselves to the data of revelation as they knew and understood it at 
the time. It would do them a great injustice to pass judgment on their 
teachings according to our present knowledge of revelation. Hence, 
we like to think of Stephen Langton as a balanced theologian who 
clung to doctrinal tradition, but was not afraid to advance further 
clarifications and explanations of the things he knew. 
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Cd 189 
1. In baptismo tria sunt, scil. aqua, 
intinctio sive ablutio aquarum ex- 
teriorum(!) et character impressus 
animae. 


2. Dicimus autem quod ille charac- 
ter est sacramentum et essentia baptis- 
mi. Illo enim charactere distingu- 
untur baptizati a non baptizatis, sicut 
pulli equitii signati a non signatis. 


3- Quod autem aqua sit sacramen- 
tum sic probatur. Dicit Augustinus: 
Detrahe verbum et quid est aqua nisi 
aqua? Accedit verbum ad elementum 
et fit sacramentum. Ergo elementum 
fit sacramentum; ergo aqua. 


4. Solutio. Non est sacramentum 
nisi large intelligas sacramentum, id 
est sacramentale, et in praedicta 
auctoritate iste terminus, “sacra- 
mentum”, non debet poni ex parte 
appositi sed suppositi. Et est sensus: 


Cb 60 
1. In sacramento baptismi tria 
sunt, et quodlibet illorum est sacra- 
mentum: aqua, ablutio, character. 


2. Aqua significat gratiam quae 
mundat hominem a peccato et eum 
reficit, sicut aqua reficit et mundat. 
[Ablutio], quia signum est sacrae rei: 
significat enim interiorem ablutionem, 
scil. peccati remissionem. Character 
autem significat impressionem gra- 
tiae. Sicut enim character impressus, 
inseparabiliter imprimitur [gratia] 


nisi homo reiciat eam per peccatum. 


3. Quaeritur ergo quod istorum 
trium, scil. aqua vel ablutio vel 
character sit baptismus. 


6. Responsio. Ipsa aqua non est 
baptismus proprie, sed character qui 
imprimitur in anima, quo discernitur 
anima baptizati ab anima non bapti- 
zati, sicut charactere distinguitur 
pullus in equitio. 


4. Videtur quod aqua, quia dicit 
Augustinus: Accedit verbum ad ele- 
mentum et fit sacramentum. Et 
maxime per hoc quod sequitur: 
Detrahe verbum, et quid est aqua 
nisi aqua? Acsi diceret: ex quo ver- 
bum cum aqua concurrerit ipsa aqua 
est sacramentum. 


7. Quod ergo dicitur: ‘‘Accedit 
verbum ad elementum et fit sacra- 
mentum”, id est sacramentum fit 
non aqua, sed istis duobus concurren- 
tibus, aqua cum verbo, fit sacramen- 
tum. 
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“‘Accedit verbum ad elementum et 
fit sacramentum”’, id est, sacramen- 
tum fit character. 


5. Item, quod ablutio exterior sit 
sacramentum sic probatur. Dicit 
auctoritas: Verbo baptisma conse- 
cratur. Baptisma idem est quod 
intinctio exterior; ergo illa conse- 
cratur verbo; ergo est sacramentum. 


6. Solutio. Descriptio data est per 
causam, ut sit sensus: “‘Verbo bap- 
tisma consecratur’”’, id est, verbum 
exigitur ad hoc ut fiat baptismus. 


7. Item, hoc idem probatur ratione, 
sic: Principalis effectus baptismi est 
ablutio interior, scil. remissio peccati. 
Sed ad hoc ut aliquid sit sacramen- 
tum exigitur ut habeat similitudinem 
cum effectu illius sacramenti, et in 
baptismo nihil est quod habeat 
similitudinem cum remissione peccati 
nisi exterior ablutio. Ergo exterior 
ablutio est sacramentum baptismi. 
Nihil enim est sacramentum alterius 
Tei nisi habeat similitudinem cum 
re cuius est sacramentum. 


8. Solutio. In baptismo sunt tria, 
scil. character, aqua, exterior ablutio. 
Character significat infusionem sive 
impressionem gratiae, et infusio gra- 
tiae est principalis effectus baptismi. 
Unde cum character similitudinem 
habeat cum principali effectu bap- 
tismi, quia per hoc quod imprimitur 
animae ‘atur intelligi quod gratia 
infundatur animae; per hoc, inquam, 
patet quod character proprie est 
sacramentum baptismi. Agua est 
sacramentum remissionis peccati 
quoad culpam, et hoc est secundarius 
effectus baptismi. Ablutio exterior 
est sacramentum remissionis peccati 
quoad poenam, et hoc est secundo 
secundarius effectus baptismi. 


10. Sed contra. Quare potius dicitur 
character baptismus quam ablutio 
vel quam aqua, cum aqua significet 
gratiam et ablutio remissionem pec- 
cati? 


11. Responsio. Principalis effectus 
baptismi est infusio gratiae, secun- 
darius remissio peccati. Ablutio autem 
non debet esse baptismus, cum non 
significet principalem effectum bap- 
tismi. Item, agua non debet esse 
baptismus, cum non significet im- 
pressionem gratiae, licet significet 
gratiam. 
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g. Item opponitur: “‘Accedit ver- 
bum ad elementum et fit sacramen- 
tum”, non quia dicitur, [sed quia 
creditur]; ergo si baptizans_ vel 
baptizatus non credat, non fit ( f.308c) 
sacramentum baptismi, et hoc mani- 
feste falsum est. Haereticus enim et 
quilibet criminosus baptizat. 


10. Sic ergo expone auctoritatem: 
“Non quia dicitur, sed quia creditur”’, 
id est, non ex vi verbi prolatilis, sed 
ex vi verbi credibilis, id est Christi. 
Quod autem sic sit intelligendum 
habes ex Glossa super Ioannem: Iam 
vos mundi estis propter sermonem 
quam locutus sum vobis. Dicit Glossa: 
Propter sermonem, id est, propter me. 


11. Vel sic expone: “Non quia 
dicitur, sed quia creditur’’, id est, 
non ex virtute vocis sed ex virtute 
significati per vocem, scil. ex virtute 
Trinitatis. Si enim istae voces, Pater 
et Filius et Spiritus Sanctus, signifi- 
carent tres lapides vel alia, et non 
Trinitatem, non fieret baptismus sub 
forma illorum verborum. 


12. Item, sacramentum est invisi- 
bilis gratiae visibilis forma. Sed 
character non est visibilis forma; ergo 
non est sacramentum. 


13. Solutio. Haec descriptio data 
est per causam, ut superius exposi- 
tum est. 


14. Item, signum est res quae 
praeter speciem visibilem quam in- 
gerit sensibus facit aliud in cogni- 
tionem venire. Sed character non 
ingerit speciem visibilem sensibus; 
ergo non est sacramentum. 
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5. Sequitur: non quia dicitur sed 
quia creditur. Ergo si credatur et 
non dicatur, est baptismus, vel: ergo, 
si non credatur est baptismus. 


8. Sequitur: ‘‘Non quia dicitur, sed 
quia creditur’’, id est, non agitur hic 
de verbo prolatibili sed credibili, id 
est, Filio Deo. Et secundum hoc, 
haec dictio, “‘verbum”’, supponit pro 
Filio Dei. 


g. Vel aliter: ‘““Non quia dicitur’’, 
id est [non] propter vocem, sed 
propter id quod voce significatur, 
quod scil. est subiectum fidei. 


16. Item, sacramentum est invisi- 
bilis gratiae visibilis forma. 
(Also in Cb 134.) 


17. Haec descriptio non est con- 
vertibilis sed data est per causam. 


Cb 134 

Item, omne sacramentum est sig- 
num, sed non convertitur. Sed Au- 
gustinus sic describit signum: Sig- 
num est quod praeter speciem quam 
ingerit sensibus aliud facit in cogni- 
tione venire; ergo sacramentum in- 
gerit speciem sensibus; ergo proprie 
est visibilis forma; ergo character 
ingerit speciem sensibus et est visi- 
bilis forma. 
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15. Solutio. Haec auctoritas data 
est per causam. Et sic expone: “‘Sig- 
num est res quae praeter speciem 
visibilem quam ingerit’”’, etc., id est, 
ad hoc ut sit signum oportet quod 
speciem visibilem ingerat sensibus. 


16. Item, character est sacramen- 
tum impressionis gratiae. Sed ad 
hoc ut aliquid sit sacramentum ali- 
cuius rei exigitur ut signum habeat 
similitudinem cum re quam significat. 
Quaero ergo in quo character habeat 
similitudinem cum infusione gratiae. 


17. Solutio. Character est insepara- 
bilis, et distinguit baptizatos a non 
baptizatis. Ita gratia inseparabilis 
est quantum in se est, quia numquam 
recedit nisi homo ei sponte se sub- 
trahat. Unde Isaias in persona ma- 
lignorum spirituum dicit ad fidelem 
animam: Incurvare ut transeamus. 
Non enim possunt transire nisi homo 
se incurvet et faciat eis viam. Simi- 
liter gratia distinguit iustos ab in- 
iustis. Per hoc ergo quod character 
est inseparabilis et distinguit, simili- 
tudinem habet cum gratia, quae 
similiter inseparabilis est et distinguit. 


18. Item, cum sacramentum eu- 
charistiae sit dignius sacramento 
baptismi, quaeritur quare potius 
character imprimitur in baptismo 
quam in eucharistia. 


19. Solutio. In eucharistia tria 
attenduntur principaliter, quorum 
nullum est in homine, scil. forma 
panis et vini, quae est sacramentum 
tantum, Corpus Christi sumptum de 
Virgine, quod est sacramentum et 
res sacra[menti], et Corpus Christi 
mysticum, scil. unitas ecclesiae, quae 
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Solutio. Sicut illa descriptio, “‘Sa- 
cramentum est visibilis forma in- 
visibilis gratiae”, data est quasi per 
causam, ita et ista; quia ubi est 
signum, ibi ingeritur species sensibus, 
non ipso signo semper, sed in suo 
adiuncto. 


Cb 60 
14. Item, ad hoc quod aliquid sit 
sacramentum, oportet quod habeat 
similitudinem cum re significata et 
eius causa existat. 


15. Et hoc etiam verum est hic, 
quoniam character causa est infusionis 
gratiae; et habet similitudinem cum 
re significata, quoniam sicut charac- 
ter imprimitur inseparabiliter, ita et 
gratia imprimitur inseparabiliter. 


12. Item, ex quo in baptismo 
imprimitur character, quare non 
eodem modo in sumptione euchari- 
stiae, cum sit dignius sacramentum, 
et etiam aeque sumitur pro salute 
hominis ? 


13. Responsio. Cum tria sint in 
sacramento altaris, quoddam quod 
est sacramentum tantum, quoddam 
quod est sacramentum et res sacra- 
menti, quoddam est res sacramenti 
tantum, et nullum eorum remanet in 
homine; ipse enim homo non est 
unitas ecclesiae sed de unitate eccle- 
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est res tantum et non sacramentum. 
Similiter in baptismo tria principa- 
liter attenduntur, scil. character, 
infusio gratiae, et remissio peccati. 
Et constat quod infusio et remissio 
peccati sunt in homine; ideo character 
potius imprimitur in baptismo quam 


siae, et ideo non est mirum si nullus 
character imprimatur in sumptione 
eucharistiae. Secus est in baptismo. 
Principalis enim res remanet in 
homine semper, quantum in se est, 
scil. impressio gratiae; et ideo non 
est mirum si sacramentum illius rei 


in eucharistia. 


sit in homine, scil. character. 


These questions then go on to treat of the forma and the effects, etc., of 


baptism. 


1. Solet quaeri unde 
initium habuit sacra- 
mentum extremae unc- 
tionis. Dicitur a qui- 
busdam quod ab Apo- 
stolis post Christi re- 
surrectionem vel a solo 
Iacobo, dicente in Ca- 
nonica : Infirmatur quis 
ex vobis, inducat super 
se presbyteros orantes 
et ungant eum oleo 
in nomine Domini, et 
alleviabitur eum Do- 
minus, et si in peccatis 
est dimittentur ei. Sed 
constat ex serie (!) 


APPENDIX B 


Vi17I 

1. Circa sacramen- 
tum extremae unctio- 
nis primo videndum 
est quid sit ipsum 
sacramentum in essen- 
tia. Secundo quid sit 
eius effectus vel res. 
Tertio quam _simili- 
tudinem habeat sig- 
num cum effectu. 
Quarto a quibus detur. 
Quinto quae sit forma. 
Sexto quando habuit 
initium. Septimo an 
sit iterandum. 

11. Item, quaeritur 
utrum hoc sacramen- 
tum fuerit institutum 
ante passionem. 

12. Dicimus quod 
sic. Quidam dicunt 
quod post passionem, 
quando [Iacobus ait: 
Infirmatur quis ex vo- 
bis, inducat presby- 
teros, etc. Sed verius 
est quod ante passio- 
nem fuit institutum. 
Legitur enim in Evan- 
gelio Marci quod Apo- 
stoli euntes praedica- 
bant et oleo ungebant 


Cd 196 

1. Circa sacramen- 
tum confirmationis: 
quid sit ibi sacramen- 
tum, quae sit forma 
verborum, quis est ef- 
fectus, cuius rei sig- 
num, et a quo debeat 
dari. 
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Marci quod institutum 
fuit ante passionem. 
Cum enim Dominus 
mittens ad praedican- 
dum discipulos dixisset 
eis: ‘Nihil nisi virgam 
tuleritis” et ‘‘excutite 
pulverem de pedibus’’, 
statim sequitur: “‘Eun- 
tes autem praedica- 
bant et multos aegro- 
tos sanabant oleo et 
ungebant”. Ubi dicit 
Glossa: Hinc patet 
hunc morem ab Apo- 
stolis tractum, ut ener- 
gumeni et alii inun- 
gantur oleo ab epis- 
copis consecrato. Ex 
hoc patet unde habuit 
exordium. 

2. Sed quaeritur quid 
ibi sit sacramentum, 
utrum character, an 
oleum, an ipsa unctio. 
Si character, ergo hoc 
sacramentum non est 
iterabile, sicut nec bap- 
tismus. Sed constat 
quod iteratur. Si ole- 
um, ergo etsi nullus 
inungatur, nihilominus 
est hoc sacramentum, 
quod falsum. Si unctio, 
active vel passive ; ergo 
aut una sola earum, 
aut quaelibet, aut om- 
nes unctiones simul 
sumptae, ita quod nul- 
la. Si una sola, quid 
prosunt aliae ? Si quae- 
libet, quem effectum 
habuit secunda vel ter- 
tia quem non habuit 


diversa ? Si omnes in- 


infirmos et curabantur. 
Et super hunc locum 
dicit Glossa: Hinc pa- 
tet morem tractum ab 
Apostolis ungendi in- 
firmos oleo ab episcopo 
consecrato. 


2. Circa primum, scil. 
quid sit ibi sacramen- 
tum, possunt fieri om- 
nes obiectiones quae 
fiunt de baptismo: 
utrum oleum vel unc- 
tiones, actiones vel pas- 
siones, sint ibi sacra- 
mentum. 


2. Omnes obiectiones 


baptismo, an aqua, an 
ablutio exterior an 
character, possunt hic 
fieri. 
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simul sumptae, ita 
quod nulla, ergo sicut 
in tertia immersione 
contrahitur sacramen- 
tum baptismi, et non 
ante, ita in ultima 
unctione. 

4. Contra. Illae ac- 
tiones vel passiones 
non sunt continuae nec 
umquam simul; ergo 
in nullo instanti poterit 
vel potest nec potuit 
vere dici: Istae actiones 
vel passiones sunt, vel 
ex eis efficitur unum. 
Ergo numquam potest 
vere dici: Sunt unum 
sacramentum. Ergo 
non sunt futurae unum 
sacramentum. Quid 
ergo ibi est sacramen- 
tum ? 

5. Dicimus quod si- 
cut haec vox, “‘posi- 
tum’’, quandoque est 
nomen, et secundum 
hoc interdum aliquid 
est positum, licet nihil 
ponatur, et quandoque 
est participium, sic 
haec vox, “inunctus’’, 
in una significatione 
est participium copu- 
lans passionem; et se- 
cundum hoc inunctio 
non est sacramentum. 
In alia significatione 
est momen copulans 
qualitatem corporis, 
quae surgit ex omnibus 
illis inunctionibus pas- 
sive, quae exiguntur 
ad conferendum hoc 
sacramentum; et illa 
qualitas est sacramen- 
tum unctionis extre- 
mae, et incipit esse in 


3. Sed paucis nos 
expedientes dicimus 
quod illud sacramen- 
tum non est oleum vel 
aliqua actio sed quae- 
dam qualitas quae in- 
nascitur animae et sur- 
git ex illis unctionibus, 
actionibus et passioni- 
bus, quae fiunt ex(!) 
diversis membris. Et 
talis qualitas copulatur 
et praedicatur de hoc 
termino, “unctus’’, 
quando ponitur nomi- 
naliter. Etquando idem 
terminus ponitur par- 
ticipialiter, praedicatur 
uno termino passio. 


3. Dicimus absque 
disputatione quod 
quaedam qualitas ani- 
mae, quae copulatur 
per hunc terminum, 
“‘unctus”, nominaliter 
positum, — ut cum 
dicitur: iste est unc- 
tus — est sacramen- 
tum _ confirmationis. 
Unctio vero passio co- 
pulatur hoc termino, 
“anctus”, participiali- 
ter posito. 
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corpore cum consum- 
mantur illae unctiones 
passive, sicut sacra- 
mentum ( f.214a ) 
matrimonii surgit ex 
duobus _consensibus, 
quorum neuter est sa- 
cramentum; et est ma- 
trimonium qualitas 
quae est in duobus ita 
quod in neutro. Potest 
autem percipi sensu 
corporeo quod illa qua- 
litas sit in corpore, et 
habet _ similitudinem 
cum sua re, scil. cum 
unctione interiori. 


6. Concedo tamen 
quod oleum est sacra- 
mentum sicut aqua 
baptismi, id est sacrae 
rei visibile signum, 
quia significat gratiam. 
Sed non est sacramen- 


tum extremae unctio- 
nis, immoqualitas prae- 
dicta sicut character 
est sacramentum bap- 
tismi et non aqua. 

7. Sed eadem ratione 
qua dicis quod inunctio 
qualitas est sacramen- 
tum unctionis extre- 
mae, quare non simi- 
liter dicis quod quali- 
tas est sacramentum 
baptismi, scil. ablutio ? 
Quod si est, in baptis- 
mo non confertur cha- 
racter. 

8. Dicimus quod om- 
ne sacramentum simi- 
litudinem debet habere 
cum eo cuius est sacra- 
mentum sive cum sua 
re principali. Sed 
principalis res baptismi 
est gratia vel impressio 
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gratiae, cuius simili- 
tudinem habet charac- 
ter impressus. Sed cum 
hac re non habet simili- 
tudinem ablutio quali- 
tas, licet habeat simili- 
tudinem cum ablutione 
interiori, quae est se- 
cundaria res baptismi. 
g. Sed quaeritur quid 
sit res sacramenti ex- 
tremae unctionis. Ut 
habetur ex Iacobo et 
IV°® Sententiarum, re- 
missio peccatorum et 
sanitas corporis. 


10. Ex quo sic: Hoc 
est sacramentum Novi 
Testamenti usu et in- 
stitutione; ergo efficit 
in homine quod figurat 


in homine. Istud enim 
est addendum propter 
sacramentum altaris, 
quod non efficit Corpus 
Christi, nec unitatem 
ecclesiae, sed efficit in 
homine quod figurat in 
homine, scil. unitatem 
ecclesiae, quia eum qui 
digne accedit facit ma- 
gis de unitate ecclesiae. 
Et istud sacramentum 
figurat in homine sani- 
tatem corporis; ergo 
efficit eam in eo qui 
digne accedit. Sed con- 
stat quod multoties 
moritur talis digne ac- 
cedens. 

Ir. Quomodo ergo 
baptismus semper facit 
duo in eo qui digne 
accedit, scil. confert 


4- Item, effectus 
huiusmodi(!) _—_ sacra- 
menti duplex est, scil. 
remissio peccati vel 
augmentum gratiae, et 
collatio sanitatis vel 
debilitatio morbi. 


5. Contra hoc sic 
obicitur: Sacramentum 
Novae Legis est, et 
figurat sanitatem. Ergo 
eam vel(!) efficit. Ergo 
quicumque suscipit hoc 
sacramentum  comnse- 
quitur sanitatem nisi 
per eum steterit. Et 
hoc manifeste falsum, 
quia per eum non ste- 
terit, quia pluries mo- 
riuntur. 


4- Forma huius sa- 
cramenti... 

(A small section is 
omitted.) 

5. Effectus confirma- 
tionis duplex est, scil. 
augmentum gratiae et 
debilitatio fomitis in 
adultis; in pueris vero 
tantum debilitat fomi- 
tem et non auget gra- 
tiam. (f.311b) Datur 
quidem hoc sacramen- 
tum ad robur, et hic 
est etiam eius effectus. 
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gratiam et tollit cul- 
pam, et istud non sem- 
per duo facit digne 
accedenti ? Cum tamen 
duo sint eius effectus, 
scil. remissio peccati 
et sanitas sive allevia- 
tio corporis, quomodo 
ergo sortitur unum sine 
altero, vel quomodo 
impeditur ? 

12. Praeterea, quae 
est similitudo inter hoc 
sacramentum et cor- 
poris sanitatem ? 

13. Hic duplex est 
exitus. Nam potest dici 
quod unica estres huius 
sacramenti, scil. re- 
missio peccati, gratia 
mediante, et tamen 
duplex est eius effec- 
tus, scil. remissio pec- 
cati et sanitas corporis, 
et ita aliquid est eius 
effectus quod non est 
eius res. Et illum ef- 
fectum quandoque ha- 
bet, quandoque non, 
in eo qui digne accedit. 
Secundum hoc potest 
dici quod unica est res 
baptismi, scil. gratia; 
remissio vero peccati 
non est eius res sed 
eius effectus. 

14. Vel potest dici 
quod duae sunt res 
sacramenti extremae 
unctionis, et in eo qui 
digne accedit semper 
efficit alteram, scil. 
remissionem peccati, si 
tamen habeat pecca- 
tum; alteram vero rem, 
scil. alleviationem cor- 
poris, efficit conditio- 
naliter, scil. si Deus 


g. Item, quaeritur 
quam ___ similitudinem 
habeat signum sacra- 
menti huius cum re sua. 

6. Solutio. Sacra- 
menta Novae Legis 
efficiunt quod figurant, 
sed non semper. 


7. Vel aliter: Hoc 
sacramentum duos ha- 
bet effectus, et unum 
illorum, scil. remissio- 
nem peccati vel aug- 
mentum gratiae facit 
simpliciter nisi per eum 
steterit suscipientem; 
alterum = ef-(f. 265d) 
fectum, scil. collatio- 
nem sanitatis vel de- 
bilitationem morbi ha- 
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scit eam homini pro- 
desse ; et forte sine om- 
ni conditione, quia qui 
digne accedit aut citius 
corporaliter  sanatur 
aut moritur citius et ita 
evadit assuitus morbi. 
Unde quidam versuti 
rustici nolunt recipere 
hoc sacramentum quia 
timent inde citius mori. 


15. Habet autem hoc 
sacramentum _ simili- 
tudinem cum corporis 
sanitate in eo quod 
olei natura est ut 
morbos mitiget et sa- 
net, et ita unctio olei 
in hoc similis est cum 
corporis sanitate. 


(Here we omit some paragraphs on the substance, the subject, the minis- 
ter, etc., of extreme unction.) 


16. Item, principalis 
res huius sacramenti 
est remissio peccati, 
sive unctio spiritualis, 
et secundario alleviatio 
corporis. Sed propter 
solam corporis sani- 
tatem confertur hoc 
sacramentum _ailicui, 
quia sciatur quod nul- 
lum habeat peccatum 
et infirmetur, nihilomi- 
nus est inungendus, si 
petat. Ergo multo ma- 
gis est inungendus 
propter solam animae 
sanitatem. Quod si est 
ergo aliquis in corpore 


L. ANTL 


bet conditionaliter, 
scil. si Deus viderit 
aegroto, scil. expedire. 


8. Vel, hoc sacra- 
mentum efficit quod 
figurat, id est, quando 
morbum sanat vel de- 
bilitat, et hoc fit ex 
virtute huius_ sacra- 
menti sicut dictum est 
de baptismo. 

to. Dicimus quod si- 
cut sanitas aufert cor- 
poralem morbum, ita 
remissio peccati spiri- 
tualem. 


13. Item, cum duo 
sint effectus, scil. re- 
missio peccati et alle- 
viatio morbi, sed dig- 
nior est remissio pec- 
cati, ergo principalior. 
Sed hoc sacramentum 
potest dari propter ef- 
fectum minus dignum, 
scil. propter alleviatio- 
nem morbi, etiam si 
infirmus nullum habeat 
peccatum. Propter ef- 
fectum magis dignum 
ergo potest dari, scil. 
propter remissionem 
peccati. Ergo, si ali- 
quis sanus indiget pec- 
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sanus et incolumis est 
inungendus, quod ab- 
sit. 

17. Hoc enim sacra- 
mentum propter in- 
firmos est institutum. 
Unde haec locutio est 
duplex: “‘Eius princi- 
palis res est remissio 
peccati sive sanitas 
mentis.” Potest enim 
dici “‘principalis”, id 
est dignior, et sic est 
vera; vel “‘principalis 
res”, id est propter 
quam est hoc sacra- 
mentum principaliter 
institutum, et secun- 
dum hoc falsa, — immo 
ptincipalis est sanitas 
sive alleviatio corporis. 
Unde, ubi nulla est in- 
firmitas corporis, non 
est hoc sacramentum 
adhibendum. Sicut di- 
citur quod pronomen 
possessivum significat 
personam possessoris 
principaliter, id est 
digniori modo, et per- 
sonam Possessionis 
principaliter, id est 
propter illam princi- 
paliter fuit institutum. 
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cati remissionem prop- 
ter hunc effectum po- 
test ei dari. 

14. Solutio. Iste ef- 
fectus, scil. remissio 
peccati, principalior est 
quia (sic) propter 
ipsum est inventum 
hoc sacramentum. Et 
ideo hoc sacramentum 
potest dari pro isto 
effectu tantum, et pro 
illo non tantum. Et 
ideo non debet dari 
sano. Simile. Pro- 
nomen possessivum 
“hic”’(!) significat du- 
as personas, quarum 
scil. una persona, pos- 
sessoris, est principa- 
lior, id est dignior, al- 
tera, scil. possessionis 
persona est principa- 
lior, quia ad ipsum 
significandum princi- 
paliter inventum fuit 
illud pronomen. 


Louis ANTL, O. F. M. 





THE HYPOTHETICAL FIRST REDACTION 
OF OCKHAM’S EX POSITIO AUREA 


I 1947, Anneliese Maier, noted for her scholarship in the field of 
scholastic philosophy and especially of scholastic physics, published 
an article! in which she called attention to an already-known manuscript 
of the Vatican Library, Borgh. 151. Besides the Summa Logicae and the 
second tract on De Sacramento Altaris of Ockham, this codex also con- 
tains Notabilia Porphyrii, Notabilia libri Praedicamentorum, and Nota- 
bilia libri Perithermenias. A preliminary study convinced Dr. Maier that 
the Notabilia are either an abbreviation or a first redaction of the 
Expositio aurea of Ockham. She also advanced a few reasons in favor 
of the possibility that the Notabilia are an original work of Ockham. 
These reasons were linked up with the idea that the Expositio aurea 
might be the work of an editor other than Ockham. In my reply? to 
Dr. Maier’s article, I ‘energetically’ rejected the opinion, repeatedly 
refuted by others as well as by myself, that the Expositio aurea as rep- 
resented by the edition of 1496 is not substantially the work of Ock- 
ham. Again I called attention to the fact that Prantl’s statement to the 
contrary was due to a superficial reading of the old edition, the only 
text, by the way, that he consulted. The “hypothesis” (Annahme, Ver- 
mutung, etc., Dr. Maier called it) that the Notabilia are the first redac- 
tion and an original work of Ockham, I did not take too seriously, since 
the only concrete evidence that Dr. Maier produced in support of it —the 
lack of two rather long passages of the Notabilia in the Expositio aurea — 
was easy to eliminate, since the lack was obviously due to an oversight 
on the part of the author. On the other hand, the differences between 
the texts of the Notabilia and the Expositio aurea, which Dr. Maier 
showed by publishing extensive parts of both in parallel columns, were 
not pronounced enough, in my opinion, to eliminate the probability 
that the Notabilia, as their name indicates, are noteworthy extracts, 


1 Zu einigen Problemen der Ockhamforschung in A. F. H. 46 (1953) 161—194, 
cf. especially 191—192; however, the ms. Miss Maier is referring to is rather 
151 (not 150); cf. her catalogue ’Codices —* (Rome 1952) 197—198. 

2 Franciscan Studies VIII (1948) pp. 69 f 
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or a kind of abbreviatio made by a compiler from the Expositio aurea. 
Hence I believed that this chapter on the textual criticism of Ockham’s 
works could be considered closed. This belief, however, proved too 
optimistic. Very soon after the publication of my article, Anneliese 
Maier answered in a long footnote in the Gregorianum*. My insistence 
that “‘notabilia” in medieval manuscripts usually means excerpts of 
noteworthy texts from longer works, did not convince her. In myarticle 
I remarked that if anyone says he leaves out or omits “‘notabilia’’ — as 
the author of the Notabilia repeatedly does — then he must have some- 
thing (that is, “notabilia’”’) to omit, for it is hardly believable that 
“possible notabilia’”’ were left out. To this remark I received the surprising 
answer that the author of the Notabilia left out only possible notabilia. 
This, according to Dr. Maier, is proved by the following passage found 
toward the end of the Notabilia Perihermenias: 

Alia notabilia quae possent notari circa oppositionem propositionum 
obmitto ad praesens, quia non sunt nisi puerilia et occurrunt prima facie 
inspicienti textum. 

Dr. Maier continues: ,,Hier ist doch ohne Zweifel an médgliche nota- 
bilia gedacht.“ 


I am afraid that I shall be blamed for deflecting the discussion into 
logical subtleties. A remark rather jokingly made was taken seriously. 
Hence for me the penalty of having to refute it. This, however, is not 
too difficult. For to say that in the text quoted above there is “‘without 
any doubt” the thought of “possible notabilia” is hardly sound logic. 
There are not doubts but very good reasons to believe positively that in 
the text quoted there is no question at all of “‘possible notabilia”. The 
possent of the text obviously does not refer to notabilia but to notari. 
And notari is the typical activity of a scribe or a compiler. The compiler 
of the Notabilia, therefore, merely said that other notabilia, that is, other 
noteworthy passages, could be noted, that is, could be copied. It is most 
likely that he said this with “notabilia” before him. In fact, it is quite 
possible that he had a manuscript before him —I know of at least one — 
where the notabilia were clearly and neatly marked on the margins as 
Primum notabile, Secundum notabile, etc. That he copied such notabilia 
becomes even more probable when we consider that he qualifies some of 
them as childish (puerilia). How could he call ‘‘possible notabilia” 


3 Cf. Literarhistorische Notizen tiber Aureoli, Durandus, und den ,Cancellarius‘ 
nach der Handschrift Ripoll 77* in Barcelona, in Gregorianum XXIX (1948), 
p. 250. 
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childish ? Now, if Ockham were the author of the Notabilia, then we would 
have to imagine the strange situation of Ockham’s first considering certain 
possible ideas or glosses (the “possible notabilia” of Anneliese Maier) 
as childish and not worth writing down, but later, when revising this 
text of his, inserting the childish notabilia. For at every place were the 
Notabilia mention the omission of notabilia puerilia, there are notabiha 
in the Expositio aurea. Is it not more natural and more in line with 
sound psychology to say that some man other than Ockham and probably 
one not too well disposed toward him — the manuscript originally 
belonged to the Pontifical library at Avignon — had these notabilia in 
a manuscript of the Expositio aurea before him, but did not consider 
them worth copying, since he thought them too childish? 


Indeed, the usual sense of notabilia, when found in medieval manu- 
scripts, designates excerpts of noteworthy passages from larger works. 
Such Notabilia collections were quite often made by a student or by an 
abbreviator. Our libraries contain many of them. Even Annaliese Maier 
has dealt with such Notabilia, which she unhesitatingly proves to be ex- 
cerpts or abbreviations, viz., the Notabilia Cancellarit. Charles Balic 
writes of them: 


“Tl faut bien remarquer, tout d’abord, que notre document n’est 
qu'un abrégé, une sorte de compte rendu sommaire, que le reportateur 
a fait pour son usage. II l’indique déja clairement en l’intitulant ‘“Nota- 
bilia’: de ce qui s’est passé, il a relevé ce qui lui a paru “notabile’’’. 
This statement is made more precise by Anneliese Maier when she 
shows that these Notabilia are notes made by or for the ‘‘Cancellarius” 
taken from other works. In this case, therefore, she takes Notabilia in 
the commonly accepted medieval sense and not in the unique sense 
she postulated for the Notabilia of Borgh. 1515. With just reason, 
then, it can be asked why the Nofabilia of Borgh. 151 should be given 
Dr. Maier’s highly unusual meaning. In her replies to me — even in the 


* Cf. Les Commentaires de Jean Duns Scot sur les quatres livres des Sentences 
(Biblioth. de la Rev. d’Hist. Eccl., Fasc. 1, Louvain, 1927), p. 187. 

5 Cf. art. cit., p. 246: ,,Diese Vermutung stimrat auch zu dem, was Glorieux 
fiir den anschlieBenden Teil der Notabilia festgestellt hat: es handelt sich hier 
um Aufzeichnungen nach einer a ba des Thomas von Wylton, bei der 
der ,,Kanzler“‘ interveniert hat. Glorieux vermutet, daB die Notizen der Wor- 
cester Handschrift fiir Thomas hergestellt worden sind; aber es ist natiirlich 
ebenso gut méglich — und wie uns scheint, wahrscheinlicher — daB sie fiir 
den Kanzler abgeschrieben wurden und dann gleichfalls ein Stiick seines 
persénlichen Materials bildeten, das dann spater in Bausch und Bogen als 
,,Notabilia Cancellarii‘‘ bezeichnet worden ist. 
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last one —® she always shifts to me the burden of proving that the 
Notabilia of Borgh. 151 are not excerpts. This is rather strange, to 
say the least. What reason is there for me to prove that Notabilia are 
Notabilia in the ordinary sense, as we know them, for instance, for 
works of Scotus, Ockham, and Burleigh? Since Dr. Maier is pleading 
for a most uncommon sense of the term “notabilia’” as the title of an 
independant work, the burden of proving her opinion or suspicion or 
hypothesis lies with her. 


With good reason and in all justice to the requirements of sound 
scholarship, I could rest the case here — and confidently wait for more 
objections to appear in footnotes. Nevertheless I shall try to advance 
a few reasons why the Notabilia must be considered Notabilia, that is, 
why they must be regarded as being exactly what their title says they 
are, and not an original work of Ockham. First, there is the fact that 
the Expositio aurea is a running commentary on the classical texts of 
logic, the Ars Vetus. The Notabilia exactly follow the division of the 
text that cocurs in the Expositio aurea. Hence it appears fairly obvious 
that the Notabilia must go back to a commentary on or an exposition 
of some text, or other, and not vice versa. If, however, the Notabilia 
are an exposition, and if they are not Reportationes — as Anneliese 
Maier has correctly conceded — then it is quite remarkable that they 
should be only “notabilia”, that is, only notations concerning ideas 
that came to the mind of the author after the explanation of the text. 
Equally remarkable is the fact that there is no real exposition of any 
text, nor is there any division of texts?. But textual divisions were 
necessarily required and textual exposition was precisely the aim of such 
works. The complete lack of textual divisions and textual expositions 
are, in my opinion, the best proof that the Nofabilia are not an original 
work but are simply that which their name indicates — “‘notabilia’’. 


Furthermore, at the time of Ockham many Abbreviationes were being 
made at Avignon. Anneliese Maier informs us that the MS. Borghese 151 
is mentioned in a list of books of the Pontifical library at Avignon 


6 Zu einigen Problemen der Ockhamforschung“‘, Arch. Franc. Hist. XLVI 
(1953)... . - Boehner . . . hat die Notabilia ohne weiteres als spatere Abbrevia- 
tion erklart, ohne wirkliche Beweise fiir diese Behauptung anfiihren zu kén- 
nen.. .‘‘ P. 32, footnote. 

7 When Dr. Maier mentions ,,die langen, meist sehr pedantischen und 
schwerfalligen Texteinteilungen und -erklarungen.. .“ (Cf. art. cit., p. 132), 
I am at a loss to understand this. The text divisions of Saint Thomas in his 
commentaries to Aristotelean writings are as ,,pedantisch und schwerfallig* 
(if not even more) as those of Ockham. This is the style of the expositiones or 
running commentaries. 
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under the date 1396*. In the same volume of Gregorianum in which 
Dr. Maier published her first article concerning this question, 
Z. Alszeghy, S. J., mentioned that John XXII introduced at the Papal 
Court a new office, that of Abbreviator originalium. Since the manuscript 
of the Notabilia which we are discussing comes from Avignon, it is 
quite possible, if not most probable, that it goes back to an Abbreviator 
belonging to the Papal Court in Avignon. For, as Dr. Maier has pointed 
out, the scribe who wrote Borgh. 151 also wrote the first part of Borgh. 
68, which is an abbreviatio of Ockham’s Ordinatio. It seems very likely 
that the scribe and the abbreviator were one and the same person. In 
any case, it is certain that the Notabilia originated in a milieu that was 
interested in abbreviationes and had them made and copied. 

I may mention here a fact that would seem to place the manuscript 
in the first half of the Fourteenth Century, for it represents an excellent 
textual tradition. When the abbreviator introduces a new notabile, 
usually by the stereotyped formula: Item notandum, adding a few words 
that place the notabile in the context of the Expositio aurea, he then 
gives a text which rates among the best of the manuscripts of the 
Expositio. A comparison of many parallel texts proved that the Nota- 
bilia of Borgh. 151 is most closely related to the oldest dated manuscript, 
that of Firenze B. Nat. B. 4. 1618, written in 1331, and that is has 
remarkably few single variants. Other and especially later manuscripts 
have many more deviations from the text that will be adopted by the 
critical edition. Now, if the Notabilia were a first redaction or a first 
draft of Ockham’s exposition of the Ars Vetus, we could justly expect 
more variants in the Notabilia than we actually find. In fact, the text 
of the Expositio aurea could stand an improvement. There is, for in- 
stance, the long discussion at the beginning of the Expositio libri Perther- 
menias on the nature of the universal. The complete text, which I have 
published in Traditio®, is also in the Notabilia. Now in this lengthy 
text there is an arrangement that is by no means well-ordered. First 
Ockham deals with four kinds of theories about the nature of the uni- 
versal in the mind — the habitus, the species, the intellectio, and the 
fictum theories. At the end of long discussions concerning the intellectio 
and the fictum theories, Ockham writes: 

Igitur propter istas rationes magis debet poni, quod tales passiones animae, 
de quibus loquitur hic Philosophus, sunt qualitates mentis, quam quod sint 
talia idola sive ficta. 


® Cf. art. cit. 
® The Realistic Conceptualism of William Ockham, in Traditio, IV (1946), 
PP- 320—335-. 
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And then he starts again: 

Dico igitur, quod Philosophus passiones animae vocat illa, ex quibus com- 
ponitur propositio in mente vel syllogismus vel componi potest. Sed quid sit, 
potest esse triplex opinio in genere. 

Following this, Ockham enumerates three theories concerning the 
nature of the universal. But this time the first is the res-theory, that is, 
that the universal is a real universal thing and the concept is the con- 
ception of a universal thing. This is briefly refuted. After the refutation 
follows the unqualified qualitas-theory (habitus-species-intellectio-theo- 
ries). Finally the fictum-theory is discussed, and objections raised against 
it before in the first presentation of it are answered. 

It can hardly be denied that this arrangement is somewhat disorderly; 
in fact, it is definitely confused and confusing. The only explanation I 
can offer for this is that the first part of the discussion was added later. 
But this need not concern us here. The point I wish to make is this, that 
the same poor arrangement is in both the Notabilia and in the Expositio 
aurea. If the Expositio aurea were a second redaction, we would surely 
find a better and more logical arrangement of the matter under dis- 
cussion, and the needless repetitions omitted. Ockham did exactly this 
later, in the Quaestiones super libros Physicorum. It would seem that the 
obvious explanation for lack of good order in the Exfositio is that it is 
the original redaction of Ockham, and since the Notabilia has the same 
confused arrangement, it seems equally obvious that it was copied from 
the Expositio. 

This explanation is further strengthened by an interesting passage 
in the discussion of the second opinion of the second part of the Ex- 
positio. I shall present here in parallel columns corresponding passages 
taken from the Notabilia, from Manuscript A (the oldest one known) 
and from our critical edition. 


Notabilia 

Alia est opinio opinio 
quam reputo probabi- 
lem, quod passiones 
animae sunt quaedam 
qualitates mentis exi- 
stentes subiective in 
mente ita vere et ita 
realiter sicut albedo 
existit in pariete vel 
frigus in aqua. Et pro 
ista opinione videtur 
esse Commentator 7™° 


Ms. A 

Sed alia potest esse 
opinio quam reputo 
probabilem, quod pas- 
siones animae sunt 
quaedam qualitates 
subiective in mente 
ita vere et ita realiter 
sicut albedo existit in 
pariete vel frigus in 
aqua. Et ista opinio 
videtur esse Commen- 
tatoris 7° Metaphysi- 


Final text 

Alia potest esse opi- 
nio quam reputo pro- 
babilem,quod passiones 
animae sunt quaedam 
qualitates mentis exi- 
stentes subiective in 
menteita vereetita rea- 
liter sicut albedo exi- 
stit in pariete vel frigus 
in aqua. Et pro ista 
opinione videtur esse 
Commentator 7° Meta- 
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Metaphysicae commen- 
to [follows a blank of 
about two words]. Ubi 
videtur dicere quod 
universalia sunt quali- 
tates mentis et non 
sunt de substantia... 
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cae* {two and a quarter 
of a line free]. Et ita 
secundum Commenta- 
torem universalia sunt 
qualitates mentis et 
non sunt de substan- 
ee 


physicae [commento 23° 
ubi dicit: Sanitas dicitur 
duobus modis etc.] Ita 
secundum Commenta- 
torem universalia sunt 
qualitas mentis et non 
sunt de substantia... 


- * Here the marginal note: 
Hic solum deficit auctori- 
tas Commentatoris. 


This passage suggests that when Ockham wrote the Expositio aurea 
he left space for the quotation from Averroes in order to supply it 
later — a procedure which is encountered in other works of his — but 
he never added it. The later scribes tried to cover the lacuna. The 
Notabilia has a faint trace of this lacuna; the space has been partially 
filled — only about two words are omitted. But the filling of this lacuna 
in the Notabilia is quite individual, different from all the known manu- 
scripts. This would indicate that the compiler of the Notabilia did not 
have a text where the lacuna was intelligibly filled. Hence he supplied 
the lack by writing: Ubi videtur dicere quod. 


All the differences between the final text of the Expositio and the 
Notabilia are of a similar nature. They can be easily explained as the 
changes that an abbreviator would naturally consider necessary to 
provide a smoothly reading text; they never introduce new ideas. This 
is true even of the Prologue to which Anneliese Maier has recently 
shifted the burden of carrying the main evidence for her hypothesis. 
I freely admit that the differences here are more pronounced than in 
other parts of the Notabilia; however, I cannot convince myself that 
they are of such a nature as to corroborate Dr. Maier’s claim that they 
are two different redactions by the same author. The differences are 
within the boundaries of Notabilia characteristics. Although Dr. Maier 
has published both Prologues in parallel columns, for the benefit of the 
reader, I shall publish them again, but completely, using the final text 
of the critical edition and also a better text of the Notabilia. For the 
former text I owe thanks to Professor Ernest Moody, editor of the 
Expositio super Porphyrium; for the latter text, to Fr. Julius Reinhold, 
of the Scotus Commission in Rome, who has checked my transcription 
from photostats against the original manuscript. The reader may judge 
for himself whether the differences between these two Prologues are 
sufficient for considering the Notabilia an original work of Ockham. I 
am not able to convince myself that Dr. Maier’s hypothesis is in the 
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least tenable. Therefore the forthcoming critical edition of the Expositio 
aurea, the first volume of which is already going through the press, will 
not consider the Notabilia to be a first redaction but only a collection 


of excerpts from Ockham’s work. 


Notabilia 


Quia propter errorem in logica 
multi antiquorum in errores varios 
inciderunt ut testantur Philosophus 
et Commentator eius primo Physi- 
corum, ad memoriam logicalium 
promptius habendam sunt quaedam 
notabilia memoriter retinenda. 


Primo igitur nota quod logica non 
est unus habitus numero nec unum 
individuum sicut Sortes vel Plato 
vel ista albedo vel illa nigredo; sed est 
una collectio multorum habituum quibus 
syllogismus in communi et partes suae 
tam subiectivae quam integrales et 
passiones earum cognoscuntur; ita 
quod in una parte logicae cognoscitur 
syllogismus et suae passiones, in alia 
parte cognoscitur syllogismus demon- 
strativus et suae passiones, et in alia 
parte cognoscitur (yep. cognoscitur) 
propositio et suae passiones et sic de 
4 Franciscan Studies 
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Quoniam omne operans, quod in 
suis operationibus et actibus potest 
errare, aliquo indiget directivo, et 
intellectus humanus in acquirendo 
scientiam et suam perfectionem ab 
ignotis ad nota discurrit necessario, 
circa quod directivum errare potest 
multipliciter, necessario fuit aliquam 
artem inveniri, per quam evidenter 
cognosceret veros discursus a falsis, 
ut tandem posset certitudinaliter inter 
verum et falsum discernere. Haec 
autem ars est logica, propter cuius 
ignorantiam testante Philosopho pri- 
mo Physicorum, multi antiqui in 
errores varios devenerunt. 

Circa autem istam artem sunt ali- 
qua generalia primo praemittenda; 
secundo est ad expositionem diver- 
sorum librorum logicae accedendum. 
Circa primum, primo videndum est 
de istius scientiae entitate et quiddi- 
tate, secundo de ipsius subiecto, tertio 
de ipsius utilitate, quarto de ipsius 
ad alias scientias differentia essentiali, 
quinto cui parti philosophiae suppo- 
natur. 

Circa primum breviter dicendum 
est quod logica non est unus habitus 
numero, nec unum individuum sicut 
Sortes et Plato, vel iste asinus vel 
iste bos vel ista albedo vel ista ni- 
gredo, sed est una collectio multorum 
habituum quibus syllogismus in com- 
muni, et partes suae tam subiectivae 
quam integrales, et passiones earum, 
cognoscuntur; ita quod una parte 
logicae cognoscitur syllogismus et 
suae passiones, et alia parte cognosci- 
tur syllogismus demonstrativus et 
suae passiones, alia parte cognoscitur 
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aliis. Et similiter in alia parte logicae 
cognoscitur propositio enuntians hanc 
passionem de syllogismo in communi 
et in alia partie propositio enuntians 
aliam passionem de eodem syllogismo 
in communi, ita quod secundum quod 
praedicata vel subiecta propositionum 
notarum in logica variantur, secundum 
hoc partes logicae variantur, quae 
tamen omnes parties unam logicam 
constituunt, non quidem tamquam 
unam vem numero sed ad modum quo 
multi homines faciunt unum populum 
et diversae civitates faciunt unum reg- 
num. 


Et pro isto potest adduci talis ratio: 
Quandocumque aliqua sic se habent 
quod aliquid stat cum uno illorum et 
non stat cum alio, illa non sunt eius- 
dem rvationis; sed cum scientia qua 
scitury una conclusio libri Posteriorum, 
puta A, stat error circa aliam con- 
clusionem eiusdem libri, puta B, et 
cum scientia qua scituy B non stat 
errvoy circa B, igitury scientia qua 
scitur A et scientia qua scitur B non 
sunt eiusdem vationis. Et ultra per 
Philosophum 7° Metaphysicae ex illis 
quae sunt alterius et alterius rvationis 
numquam fit per se unum numero, 
nisi unum sit actus et aliud potentia; 
igitur ex talibus notitiis non fit una 
scientia numero. 


Item nota quod scientiae logicae 
sicut et cuiuslibet alterius scientiae 
sunt tantum duae causae essentiales 
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propositio et suae passiones, et sic de 
aliis. Et non tantum hoc, immo alia 
parte cognoscitur propositio enun- 
tians hanc passionem de syllogismo 
in communi, et alia parte enuntians 
aliam passionem de eodem syllogismo 
in communi, ita quod secundum quod 
subiecta vel praedicata propositionum 
notarum in logica variantur, secun- 
dum hoc partes logicae variantur; 
quae tamen omnes partes unam logi- 
cam constituunt, non quidem tam- 
quam unam rem numero, sed ad 
modum quo multi homines unam 
populum faciunt et civitates diversae 
unum regnum, et sic de aliis diversis; 
de quibus dicimus quod aliquando 
ex multis eiusdem rationis aliquod 
unum constituitur, et aliquando ex 
multis diversarum rationum consti- 
tuitur aliquod unum. 

Pro praedicta conclusione ad prae- 
sens sufficit ratio ista, quia quando 
aliqua sic se habent quod aliquid stat 
cum uno illorum et non stat cum alio, 
ista non sunt eiusdem rationis. Sed 
accipio scientiam qua scitur una con- 
clusio libri Posteriorum et scientiam 
qua scitur alia conclusio eiusdem 
libri, et sit una A et alia B; tunc cum 
scientia qua scitur A stat error circa 
B, sed cum scientia qua scitur B non 
stat error circa B, ergo A et B non 
sunt eiusdem rationis. Ex hoc arguo 
ultra: quandocumque aliqua sunt 
alterius rationis, ex eis non fit per se 
unum numero nisi unum sit actus et 
aliud potentia, secundum Philoso- 
phum 7° Metaphysicae; sed nulla 
scientia componitur ex talibus, quia 
secundum Philosophum ibidem nul- 
lum accidens componitur ex partibus 
talibus sed tantum ex partibus eius- 
dem rationis; igitur ex talibus notitiis 
non fit una scientia numero. 

Secundo videndum est de istius 
scientiae causis essentialibus. Circa 
quod sciendum quod istius scientiae, 
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proprie loquendo de causa, scilicet 
efficiens et finalis. Cuius ratio est quia 
scientia est quaedam ves simplex non 
composita ex partibus alterius et al- 
terius rationis, et nulla talis res potest 
habere plures quam duas causas pro- 
prie loquendo, scilicet efficientem et 
finalem. Cuius probatio est, quia 
omnis causa vel est intrinseca rei et sic 
materia vel* forma, vel extrinseca et sic 
efficiens vel finis. Sed nulla ves sim- 
plex quae est simplex per carentiam 
compositionis ex partibus alterius 
vationis habet materiam et formam 
tamquam causas intrinsecas, quia si 
haberet, componeretur ex eis sicut ex 
partibus alierius rationis, igitur nulla 
scientia potest proprie loquendo ha- 
bere plures quam duas causas {not 
readable] et finalem. 


Et quod dicitur communiter quod 
{not readable] scilicet materialis, for- 
malis etc. non est verum proprie lo- 
quendo de causa, quomodo loquitur 
Philosophus 2° [not readable] et 5° 
Metaphysicae capitulo de causa. Sed 
illud dictum vulgare solum habet 
veritatem extendendo nomen causae et 
improprie loquendo. Unde illud quod 
vocatur causa materialis magis deberet 
vocari subiectum scientiae vel praedi- 
catum vel obiectum quam causa. Et sic 
accipiunt homines si bene intelligant 
causam materialem pro obiecto, quod 
tamen si sit causa non potest esse 
causa nisi in geneve causae efficientis 
vel forte finalis. 

Item nota, quod causa efficiens 
logicae usitatae fuit Aristoteles; unde 
ipse fuit primus traditor istarum 
collectionum vel librorum logicae modo 
quo nos utimur. Tamen de causa effi- 
ciente logicae tuae vel meae dicendum 
est proportionaliter sicut de causa 
efficiente aliorum habituum intellec- 
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sicut et cuiuslibet scientiae, tantum 
sunt duae causae essentiales, proprie 
loquendo de causa; cuius ratio est quia 
nulla res simplex, non composita ex 
partibus alterius et alterius rationis, 
potest habere nisi duas causas, scilicet 
efficientem et finalem; sed quaelibet 
scientia est simplex per carentiam 
compositionis ex partibus alterius 
rationis; ergo nulla scientia habet 
plures quam duas causas. Maior est 
manifesta, quia omnis causa rei vel 
est causa intrinseca et tunc est pars 
rei sicut est materia et forma, vel 
est causa extrinseca sicut efficiens 
et finis; sed nulla res simplex per 
carentiam compositionis ex partibus 
alterius rationis habet materiam et 
formam tamquam causas intrinsecas, 
quia si haberet componeretur ex eis 
sicut ex partibus alterius rationis; 
igitur nulla res simplex potest habere 
plures quam duas causas. 

Et ideo quod dicitur communiter, 
quod cuiuslibet scientiae sunt quatuor 
causae, scilicet materialis, formalis, 
efficiens et finalis, non est verum 
proprie loquendo de causa, quomodo 
loquitur Philosophus 2° Physicorum 
et 5° Metaphysicae, sed extendendo 
nomen causae, et improprie loquendo 
de causa. Et ideo illud quod vocatur 
causa materialis magis deberet vo- 
cari subiectum scientiae vel praedi- 
catum vel obiectum, quam causa; et 
sic accipiunt, si bene intelligant, 
causam materialem pro obiecto; quod 
tamen, si sit causa, non potest esse 
causa nisi in genere causae efficientis 
vel forte finalis. 

Viso igitur, quod scientia non habet 
nisi duas causas, sciendum quod causa 
efficiens logicae usitatae vocatur 
Aristoteles, quia ipse primus eam 
tradidit et fuit primus traditor ista- 
rum collectionum vel librorum, qui- 
bus utimur; tamen de causa efficiente 
logicae tuae vel meae est dicendum 
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tualium, quod ad libyvum De Anima 
pertinet magis. 

Item nota, quod causa finalis 
logicae, accipiendo logicam pro collec- 
tione habituum vel pro habitu est actus 
cognoscendi, ex quo actu vel quibus 
actibus falis habitus generatur. Et 
finis illorum actuum qui est finis 
mediatus habitus, est ille, propter quem 
eliciuntur. Sed de hoc pertinet tractare 
ad scientiam naturalem. 


Item nota, quod scientiae logicae 
multae sunt utilitates, quarum una est 
facilitas discernendi inter verum et 
falsum. Nam ista scientia perfecte 
habita faciliter iudicat quid verum et 
quid falsum, et hoc quantum ad illa 
quae per propositiones per se notas 
possunt scivi. Cum enim in talibus non 
oporteat nisi ordinate procedere a 
propositionibus per se notis ad ultima 
quae sequuntur ex eis et talem pro- 
cessum et discursum docet logica, 
sequitur quod per eam in talibus 
faciliter verum invenitur et eadem 
vatione faciliter verum a falso dis- 
cernitur. 


Alia utilitas est promptitudo re- 


spondendi. Nam per istam artem 
docetur quid est proposito repugnans, 
quid consequens, quid antecedens. 


Per istam etiam artem solutio om- 
nium argumentorum peccantium in 
forma docetur, nec est possibile in 
quacumque scientia ex veris inferre 
falsum, quin per regulas certas in ista 
scientia traditas talis defectus faciliter 
deprehendatur, et sine arte logicae et 
usu illius impossibile est hoc facere. 
Et ideo logicam ignorantes multas 
demonstrationes sophismata veputant, 
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proportionaliter, sicut de causa effi- 
ciente aliorum habituum intellectua- 
lium; quod ad librum De anima per- 
tinet magis. Causa finalis logicae, 
accipiendo logicam pro habitu vel 
collectione habituum, est actus cog- 
noscendi ex: quo talis habitus genera- 
tur. Finis autem istorum actuum, 
qui est finis mediatus habitus vel 
habituum, est ille propter quem 
eliciuntur; de hoc tamen pertinet 
tractare ad scientiam naturalem. 

Tertio videndum est de _ istius 
scientiae utilitate. Circa quod scien- 
dum quod istius scientiae sunt multae 
utilitates, inter quas una est facilitas 
discernendi inter verum et falsum. 
Nam ista scientia perfecte habita, 
faciliter iudicatur quid verum et 
quid falsum, et hoc quantum ad illa 
quae per propositiones per se notas 
possunt sciri. Cum enim in talibus 
non oporteat nisi ordinate procedere 
a propositionibus per se notis ad 
ultima quae consequuntur ex eis, et 
talem discursum et processum docet 
logica, sequitur quod per eam faciliter 
in talibus verum invenitur, et eadem 
ratione faciliter verum a falso dis- 
cernitur. 

Secunda facilitas est promptitudo 
respondendi. Nam per istam artem 
docetur quid est proposito repugnans, 
quid consequens, quid antecedens; 
quibus notis faciliter repugnans nega- 
tur, consequens conceditur, et ad 
antecedens secundum sui qualitatem, 
sicut ad impertinens, respondetur. 

Per istam etiam artem solutio om- 
nium argumentorum peccantium in 
forma docetur, nec est possibile in 
quacumque scientia ex veris sophistice 
inferre falsum, quin per regulas certas 
in ista scientia traditas talis defectus 
faciliter deprehendatur, et sine ista 
arte vel usu ipsius est hoc impossibile ; 
et ideo istam scientiam ignorantes, 
nultas demonstrationes sophismata 
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et econverso multa sophismata tam- 
quam demonstrationes acceptant. 


Tertia utilitas huius scientiae — et 
est consequens ad primam — est 
facilitas percipiendi virtutem sermonis 
et proprium modum loquendi, quid, 
scilicet, ab auctoribus dicitur proprie 
et de virtute sermonis et quid impro- 
prie et secundum usitatum modum 
loquendi. Unde multa dicta auctorum 
intelligenda sunt non de virtute vo- 
cum sed secundum usitatum modum 
loquendi auctorum et ad intentionem 
dicentis, et illud percipere est valde 
necessavium omni studenti in dictis 
auctorum, quia qui omnia verba auc- 
torum de virtute sermonis et proprie 
accipiunt, incidunt in mulios errores 
ex hoc et in difficultates inexplicabiles. 

Item nota, quod ista scientia setpsa 
distinguitur ab omni alia, quia de aliis 
est ista scientia et scientiae aliae. Nam 
ista scientia tradit primam(?) scien- 
tiam sive notitiam conceptuum vel in- 
tentionum per animam fabricatarum. 
Et hinc est quod ista scientia dicitur 
vationalis. Istae autem scientiae di- 
cuntur reales non quin ista scientia 
sicut et ceterae sit vera res et vera 
qualitas perficiens intellectum sicut 
aliae scientiae, sed quia determinat de 
his, quae sine vatione esse non possunt, 
sed aliae scientiae de rebus existentibus 
extva animam. 
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reputant, et econverso multa sophis- 
mata tamquam demonstrationes 
acceptant, nescientes inter syllogis- 
mum sophisticum et demonstrativum 

Alia utilitatis logicae est facilitas 
virtutem sermonis et proprium mo- 
dum loquendi percipiendi. Nam per 
istam artem faciliter scitur, quid ab 
auctoribus de virtute sermonis pro- 
fertur, quid non de virtute sermonis 
sed secundum usitatum modum lo- 
quendi vel secundum intentionem 
dicentis; quid dicitur proprie, quid 
metaphorice; quod est maxime ne- 
cessarium omnibus studentibus in 
dictis aliorum, quia qui semper 
omnia dicta auctorum de virtute 
sermonis et proprie accipiunt, inci- 
dunt in multos errores et inexplica- 
biles difficultates. 


Quarto videndum est de istius 
scientiae ab aliis differentia et di- 
stinctione. Circa quod sciendum quod 
ista scientia seipsa distinguitur ab 
omni alia, quia de aliis est ista scientia 
et de aliis aliae scientiae. Nam ista 
scientia, saltem principaliter, tradit 
notitiam conceptuum vel intentionum 
per animam fabricatarum, non extra 
se, quomodo fabricantur res artifi- 
ciales, sed intra se. Verumtamen 
qualia sunt ista fabricata, scilicet 
conceptus et intentiones, cuiusmodi 
sunt syllogismi, propositiones, ter- 
mini et huiusmodi an scilicet sint 
realiter et subiective in anima exi- 
stentes, an aliquo alio modo, non 
ad logicam sed ad metaphysicam 
pertinet; et ideo hic est pertranseun- 
dum. Et hinc est quod ista scientia 
dicitur rationalis, ceterae autem 
scientiae demonstrativae dicuntur 
scientiae reales; non quin ista scien- 
tia sit vera res et vera qualitas per- 
ficiens intellectum, sicut aliae scien- 
tiae, sed quia determinat de his quae 
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Item nota, quod logica dici potest 
scientia practica, quia ut dicit Avicenna 
in I°Metaphysicae suae, distinctio est 
inter scientias practicas et speculativas, 
quia practicae sunt de operibus nostris, 
sed speculativae non sunt de operibus 
nostvis. Cum igitur logica tractet de 
syllogismis, propositionibus argumen- 
tis, discursibus et huiusmodi, quae 
non possunt fieri a nobis, sequitur quod 
est de operibus nostris non de exteriori- 
bus nisi forte secundario, sed de in- 
terioribus, quae vera sunt opera nostra, 
et per consequens logica erit scientia 
practica, non speculativa. 


Item nota quod liber Porphyrii non 
habet unum subiectum tantum sicut 
nec aliquis alius liber traditus... 
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sine ratione esse non possunt, aliae 
autem scientiae de rebus existentibus 
extra animam determinant. 

Ultimo videndum est, cui parti 
philosophiae supponatur logica, an 
scilicet ista scientia sit notitia prac- 
tica vel speculativa. Et dicendum est, 
quod sicut dicit Avicenna in principio 
suae Metaphysicae, quod distinctio 
est inter practicas et speculativas 
scientias, quia scientiae practicae 
sunt de operibus nostris, scientiae 
autem speculativae non sunt de 
operibus nostris. Ex quo patet quod 
logica practica est dicenda, quia cum 
scientia logicae tractet de syllogismis, 
propositionibus et huiusmodi, quae 
non nisi a nobis fieri possunt, sequitur 
quod est de operibus nostris; non 
quidem exterioribus nisi forte se- 
cundario, sed de interioribus quae 
vere opera nostra sunt; et per con- 
sequens ista scientia est practica et 
non speculativa. 

Cum sit necessarium Grisasori.. . 

Iste liber est primus secundum 
ordinem doctrinae inter omnes libros 
logicae, cuius notitia non est una 
secundum numerum, sed est collectio 
multarum notitiarum; nec etiam 
habet unum subiectum sicut nec 
aliquis liber traditus... 


PHILOTHEUS BOEHNER, O. F. M. 





AN EARLY LETTER OF FRATERNITY 


A article by the late Dr. A. G. Little, posthumously published in a 
recent issue of the Bodleian Library’s journal’, drew attention to the 
fact that no letter of fraternity granted by the English Province of 
Friars Minor before the end of the fourteenth century had hitherto been 
discovered. Examples of such letters are abundant for the fifteenth and 
sixteenth centuries; it seems, therefore, remarkable that there should 
be such a dearth for the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and the 
more so since it is known that letters were being granted by the Pro- 
vincial Minister as early as 13017. As Little observed, the practice of 
issuing provincial letters of fraternity had become, by the time the 
Vision of Piers Plowman came to be written, thoroughly established 
within all the orders of friars. 

The time seems accordingly appropriate to publish the text of an 
original Franciscan letter of fraternity which, granted in 1363, ante- 
dates by some forty years the earliest instance which Little had discov- 
ered. This letter was first noted by Mr Neil Ker about five years ago 
whilst he was examining the manuscripts belonging to the Baptist 
College at Bristol; it had been inserted in a twelfth century psalter 
originally belonging to the priory of Augustinian nuns at Harrold, in 
Bedfordshire*. The parchment on which it is written has been folded in 
half vertically, and pasted into the psalter so that it now forms two 
preliminary leaves immediately preceding the Kalendar — it appears 


1 ‘Franciscan Letters of Fraternity’, in Bodleian Library Record, V., (April 
1954), Pp. 13—25. The article, which is concerned principally with English 
letters of fraternity rather than with those granted by the Minister General, 
concludes with a list of all extant Franciscan letters relating to England 
known to Little at the end of his life. 

2 That is to say, indirect evidence appears, and is cited by Little, which 
proves that letters were obtained by individuals although the originals have 
been lost or destroyed. 

3 The psalter is now Ms. Z. c. 23 in the library of Bristol Baptist College, 
by permission of whose Librarian I am enabled to publish the text of the letter. 
(I must also record my debt to Mr P. L. Hull of the Bedford County Record 
Office for first drawing my attention to the existence of the document.) The 
manuscript contains no further material relating to the Franciscans; other 
documents inserted in the psalter have been made the subject of an article by 
Professor G. R. Cheney, ‘Harrold Priory: a twelfth century dispute’, Bed- 
fordshive Historical Record Society, vol. XXXII. 
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that this was done in the late fourteenth or early fifteenth century, but 
for what reason it is impossible to say, since it is not known that either 
the recipient of the letter or the Franciscan Order had any connection 
with Harrold Priory. In order to fit the letter into the psalter the lower 
portion must have been sheared, for no trace of the seal or its attachment 
remains. The text, which is interlined throughout in red, is written in 
a bold book-hand in black, the initial V being purple and decorated with 
gold floriation. The space at the foot of the letter has been filled up with 
a fifteenth century copy of a letter from the prioress and convent of 
Harrold presenting one John Fretter to the vicarage of Harrold, dated 
27th March 1415: it has no obvious relevance to the letter of fraternity, 
and was doubtless copied in this space for reasons of economy. 

A transcript of the letter itself is given below, and — since Dr. Little 
was at some pains in his article to analyse the contents and phraseology 
of the Franciscan letters available to him — I have taken the opportunity 
to print in parallel columns both this and the text of another unpublished 
letter of fraternity of the year 1427. A comparison of the two will show 
that, although the form and content of letters issued by the Provincial 
remained essentially unchanged, the later letters are somewhat less 
economical in verbal expression — this, indeed, being a characteristic 
feature in the evolution of all ecclesiastical records in the later middle 
ages. 


1363 

Venerabili viro domino Nicolaio 
rectori ecclesiae de Northzeuele* fra- 
ter Symon fratrum Minorum in anglia 
Minister et seruus salutem. Et per 
presentis vite merita gaudia percipere 
sempiterna. Devocionem quam ob dei 
reuerenciam ad ordinem nostrum 
habes affectu sincere caritatis ac- 


1427 

Christo pro deo devoto Magistro 
Thome Lymyngtone Frater Johannes 
Fratrum Minorum in anglia Minister 
et servus salutem et per presentis vite 
merita gaudia percipere sempiterna. 
Devocionem quam ob dei reveren- 
ciam ad ordinem nostrum habes 
sincere caritatis affectu considerans 


ceptans ipsam que aliorum beneficio- 
Tum  vvicissitudinibus compensare 


et acceptans, cupiensque tibi vices 
rependere salutares; Te ad universa 


* This is probably Northill, on the border of the counties of Bedford and 


Buckingham. Mrs. J. Varley, Archivist for the diocese and county of Lincoln, 
has kindly supplied the following information about the cleric in whose favour 
this letter was issued. Nicholas de Markele, or Merkelay, priest, was presented 
to the church of Northzeuele, in the diocese of Lincoln, on 14th July 1354 
(Lincoln Episc. Reg., ix., fol. 432); he remained there until September 1369 
when he was presented by the Duke of Lancaster to the rectory of Toresby, 
in exchange with Mr John de Longedon, canon of Lichfield (Reg. ibid., X., 
fol. 38v; cf. Le Neve, Fasti Ecclesie Anglicane, ed. T. Duffus Hardy, I., p. 596). 
According to the ms. Fasti Ecclesie Bedford. in the County Record Office at 
Bedford, Nicholas returned to Northill from Toresby on 18th November 1375, 
and died some time before 5th May 1377, when his successor was appointed. 
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Christo acceptabile fore credens; Te 
ad fratrum administracionis® angli- 
cane suffragia recipio tenore pre- 
sencium in vita pariter et in morte. 
Adiciens* insuper de gracia speciali 
ut cum obitus tuus cum representa- 
cione presencium in nostro prouinciali 
Capitulo fuerit nunciatus pro te fiat 
per totam administracionem anglie 
quod pro nostris fratribus et amicis 
ac benefactoribus ordinis nostri de- 
functis recommendatis ibidem fieri 
consueuit. Vale feliciter in domino 
ihesu christo matreque eius virgine 
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et singula fratrum administracionis 
Anglicane suffragia recipio tenore 
presencium in vita pariter et in morte, 
Plenam tibi participationem bonorum 
omnium spiritualium quantum deo 
placuerit concedendo que per eosdem 
fratres mee cure commissos operari 
dignabitur clemencia salvatoris. Adi- 
ciens insuper de gracia speciali ut cum 
obitus tuus una cum representacione 
presencium in nostro provinciali capi- 
tulo fuerit nunciatus pro te fiat per 
totam administracionem anglie quod 
pro nostris fratribus et amicis ac 


benefactoribus ordinis nostri defunc- 
tis recommendatis ibidem fieri con- 
suevit. Vale feliciter in domino Ihesu 
Christo Matreque ejus virgine gloriosa. 
Datum Wygornie in nostro Provin- 
ciali Capitulo Anno domini Millesimo 
vicesimo septimo celebrato. 

(Brit. Mus. Ms. Add. 4790, f. 49.) 


gloriosa. Datum in nostro prouinciali 
Capitulo Bristollie celebrato in festo 
assumptionis Virginis memorate, 
Anno domini Millesimo Trecentesimo 
Sexagesimo Tercio. 

(Bristol Baptist Coll. Ms.) 


It will readely be appreciated that the fourteenth century letter 


presents several points of interest, apart from its early date and its 
testimony to the continuity of mediaeval Franciscan usage. The Fr Sy- 
mon who issued it was Simon Tunstede — and here for the first time 
we have, in the granting of this letter of fraternity, the only known act 
and the first positive date of Tunstede’s provincialate: Little himself, in 
his list of Provincials, puts his term of office conjecturally between the 
dates 1360(?) and 1369(?)?. The letter itself was sealed at a hitherto 
unrecorded Provincial Chapter held at Bristol on 15th August 1363. 

But it is the fact that in the year 1363 a secular priest was admitted 
to confraternity with the English Province of the Friars Minor that has 
the most noteworthy signifiance for historians, for at this date the 


5 The term administracio was early appropriated to Franciscan usage, 
denoting the jurisdiction of a Provincial Minister: cf. Eccleston, De Adventu 
Fratrum Minorum in Anglia, Coll. VIII (Monumenta Franciscana, I., p. 31). 
It was probably adopted owing to its philological derivation from the word 
Minister. 

6 It is interesting to notice that the adiciens clause was an established 
feature of the provincial formula as early as the middle of the fourteenth 
century, confirming the suggestion of the will of 1301 cited by Little that it 
was even then the normal practice for letters to be returned to the local or 
provincial chapter the recipient’s death: vide Little, Bodl. Libr. Record, loc. 
cit., pp. 14—I5. 

7 Franciscan Papers, Lists and Documents, p. 196: ‘No authority has been 
found for the statement of Bale and Pits that he died in 1369.’ 
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long-standing dissension between the seculars and the mendicants had 
recently been revived by Armachanus. It was but a few years earlier, 
in 1356, that Richard FitzRalph, Archbishop of Armagh, had launched 
his virulent attack on the mendicants with his sermon preached at 
St. Paul’s Cross, and thereby brought the great controversy as to the true 
interpretation of Apostolic Poverty preeminently onto English soil. The 
outlines of the controversy are well enough known‘, but it is worth noting 
that much still remains to be done on the manuscript sources before any- 
thing approaching a definitive conclusion can be reached: it will suffice 
for the present to recall that FitzRalph ranked second only to Wyclif 
amongst the medieval antagonists of the mendicant orders. His challenge 
was quickly taken up, notably by the Franciscan Roger Conway®, who 
procured the Archbishop’s citation before the papal curia at Avignon. 
The proceedings were still in the preliminary stages when Fitz Ralph 
died (1360), but the spate of dissension thus revived had not died down 
when the advent of Wyclif broadened the issue!®. The present letter of 
fraternity, however, serves as a timely reminder that the whole affair 
should be kept carefully in perspective: it must be realised that the 
dispute was very largely on an academic plane, and that the secular 
disputants were not as representative of the rank and file of the parochial 
clergy as our historians have in the past been disposed to believe". 
Throughout the later middle ages, members of every class of secular 
cleric appear in wills and other deeds as benefactors of the orders of 


8 The best general account is given by Aubrey Gwynn, The English Austin 
Friars in the Time of Wyclif, pp. 80—89. 

® Conway’s Contra Armachanum in materia confessionis is printed in Goldast, 
Monarchia, I1., pp. 1410 seqq. Other writers on the mendicants’ side were the 
Franciscan William Woodford, the Dominican William Jordan, the Carmelite 
Richard of Maidstone, and the Provincial of the Austin Friars, Geoffrey of 
Hardeby. The controversy was quickly expanded by FitzRalph to comprehend 
most of the points at issue between the friars and the secular clergy. 

10 The tracts of Ayrmachanus against the mendicants were frequently 
republished in the fifteenth century, as the number of manuscripts extant 
shows. But a remarkable recrudescence of the controversy in the seventeenth 
century seems to have escaped general notice: in 1629 the Irish Franciscan 
Fr Thomas Strange wrote to Luke Wadding at Rome ‘to bring to your Pater- 
nity’s notice . . . that a reprint has appeared at Paris of the Tract and Articles 
of Richard of Armagh against the Mendicants’. The reprint was sponsored 
by secular priests (Historical Manuscripts Commission Reports, series 65: 
Franciscan Manuscripts at Merchants’ Quay, Dublin, p. 10). 

11 It may be observed in this connection that amongst the Dre ge suppor- 
ters of FitzRalph — viz. James the Cistercian, Uhtred Boldon, Nicholas 
Hereford, John Ashwardby, and the Cistercian Henry Crump — the secular 
clergy are not prominently represented save by those who later became noted 
for their hetorodox teaching. In other words, it is true to say that compara- 
tively few of the friars’ opponents were representative of the secular clergy as 
a whole. 
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friars!*; and, while undoubtedly the privileges of the mendicant orders 
were the cause of much friction between the friars and the unprivileged 
clergy until the second quarter of the fifteenth century (when a modus 
vivendt appears to have become established)", it is no less certain that 
good relations could and did exist, and that theoretical disputation 
was rather to be expected from the homes of theoretical disputation, 
the universities and the ecclesiastical courts. 

Dr. Little did not pretend that his list of letters of fraternity could 
be exhaustive; there are certainly many more awaiting discovery. For 
the sake of the record I here append, in chronological order, reference 
details of the four letters which I am able to add to the list. It will be 
noticed that two of them were granted to a religious house; Little had 
discovered only two other letters held by communities. 


I. 1363: granted by Simon Tunstede, Provincial Minister, to Nicholas, 
rector of Northill, Bedfordshire. (Bristol Baptist Coll. Ms. 
Z. C. 23.) 


II. 1412: granted by Antony de Pereto, Minister General, to Dom 
John Sudbury, Abbot, and convent of Burton upon Trent, 
admitting them to participation in the prayers of the Mino- 
resses; given at London. (Marquess of Anglesey’s Charters, 
no. 631.) 


III. 1470: granted by Silvester de la Noe, procurator of the Holy Land, 
to Dom William Brouston, Abbot, and the abbey of St. Mod- 
wenna, Burton (Marquess of Anglesey’s Charters, no. 725.) 


IV. 1492: granted by William, guardian of Reading, to Katherine 
Goddarde and William her son (Berkshire County Records, 
Ms. D/EBz T 1/6.) 


DEREK W. WHITFIELD 


Dept. of Mediaeval History, 
The University, St. Andrews 


12 A study of any collection of medieval wills will yield examples. As an 
instance of friendly relations roughly contemporary with the present letter 
of fraternity we may mention Robert de Huxelee, parson of Tatenhale church, 
who in 1360 wished to give a messuage to the Franciscans of Chester (The 
Black Prince’s Register, I1I., p. 386). 

13 Vide A. G. Little, Studies in English Franciscan — pope E.: 
‘Privilege; Relation of the Friars to Monks and Parish Pri 





ZUR UBERLIEFERUNG DES QUODLIBET 
UND ANDERER SCHRIFTEN 
DES PETRUS AUREOLI O. F. M. 


D” Franziskaner und spatere Erzbischof von Aix ist kein Unbekann- 
ter in der theologischen und philosophischen Welt. Er gilt als be- 
deutender Lehrer nominalistischer Richtung. Es finden sich bei ihm die 
Kennzeichen des neu emporstrebenden Nominalismus: scharfe Kritik 
an den Meinungen friiherer Lehrer, Leugnung jeglichen Unterschiedes 
in den Dingen zwischen Allgemeinem und Individuellem, sei dies ein 
realer oder formaler, Anwendung des Okonomieprinzips, Verschieden- 
heit des unmittelbar erkannten Objektes und des Dinges an sich. Er ist 
aber kein Skeptiker, sondern baut positiv auf. Ein Ruhmesblatt ist fiir 
ihn, daB er in seiner Zeit einer der ersten und glorreichsten Verteidiger 
der Unbefleckten Empfangnis Mariens war'. Auch sein verbreitetes 
Compendium sacrae scripturae und ebenso sein Traktat De usu paupere 
offenbaren ihn als einen tief frommen und dabei ma8vollen Sohn des 
hl. Franz von Assisi?. So verdient er gewiB ein eingehendes Studium. 


Vorbedingung dafiir sind die unumginglich notwendigen literar- 
historischen Arbeiten. 


1 Die Traktate De conceptione B. V. Mariae und das sich anschlieSende 
Repercussorium sind von den Patres in Quaracchi zum 5ojahrigen Jubilaum 
der Erklarung des Dogmas neu herausgegeben: Fr. Guilelmi Guarrae, Fr. Io- 
annis Duns Scoti, Fr. Petri Aureoli Quaestiones disputatae de Immaculata 
Conceptione B. M. V., Quaracchi 1904 (Bibliotheca Franciscana Scholastica 
Medii Aevi 3). Es ist nicht uninteressant, da8 eine spanische Ubersetzung des 
ersten Traktates in der Bischéflichen Bibliothek von Briigge (Theca 11 b n. 1) 
sich findet: Tratado de Concepcién conpuesto, sacado a luz e defendido en 
conclusiones publicas en la Universidad de Tolosa de Francia per muy reve- 
rendo P. Pedro Aureolo de! Orden de S. Francesco en el ajio de mil trecientos 
quatorze, siendo rey de Francia Luis ed Obispo de Tolosa Galhardo, hallando 
se vacante en este tiempo la silla apostolica. Concuerda este traslado con el 
original que esta en la santa iglesia de Osma entre otros escritos a la verdad, 
apreciables debidos al Ill™° S. D. Pedro de Montaya Obispo que fue de dicha 
Santa Iglesia. ‘Nondum erant abyssi et ego iam concepta sum’. Die Unter- 
schrift mit all den genauen Angaben geht offenbar irgendwie auf eine gleich- 
zeitige Hs zuriick. 

2 Nach zahlreichen vorausgehenden Ausgaben (S. Uberweg-Geyer, Die 
Patristische und Scholastische Philosophie, Berlin 1928, 518) hat P. Philibert 
Seeboeck eine neue besorgt: Compendium sensus litteralis totius Scripturae 
a clarissimo theologo Fr. Petro Aureoli O. Min., Quaracchi 1896. Der Traktat 
De usu paupere ist von Bonifacius Ceva im Firmamentum trium ordinum 
S. Franc. Paris 1512 veréffentlicht. 


392 
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Zwar ist Aureoli ungleich besser gestellt als manche andere Autoren. 
Fiir die wichtigsten philosophisch-theologischen Werke, die Editio des 
ersten Buches seines Sentenzenkommentars, die Reportata der drei 
folgenden Biicher und das Quodlibet besitzen wir die r6mische Ausgabe 
von 1598 bis 1605. Allerdings ist diese heute recht schwer zuganglich 
und, wie Dreiling* gezeigt hat, voll von argen Textverderbnissen. Die 
von Dreiling als unumginglich notwendig geforderte Neuausgabe be- 
ginnt nunmehr dank dem Wagemut des Franciscan Institute St. Bona- 
venture New York Gestalt zu gewinnen*. Der erste Band mit dem 
wichtige Einleitungsfragen behandelnden Prolog und der ersten Distink- 
tion ist bereits erschienen. Eine Ausgabe des philosophisch interessanten, 
bisher ungedruckten Traktates De principiis naturae, der m. W. nur 
in 4 Hss iiberliefert ist, wird angekiindigt®. 

Um die notwendige Feststellung der Lebensdaten und der hand- 
schriftlichen Uberlieferung haben sich besonders N. Valois®*, R. Dreiling? 
und nach ihnen A. Teetaert® reiche Verdienste erworben. Mir gelang es, 
einen von der Editio ‘Expandit librum’ verschiedenen Kommentar 
zum ersten Buch ‘Quia disciplinati hominis’ wieder aufzufinden® und 
ihn neben den gedruckten Kommentaren zum zweiten, dritten und 
vierten Buch als Frucht der Pariser Vorlesung 1316—1318 nachzu- 
weisen!®, 


3 Der Konzeptualismus in der Universalienfrage des Franziskanerbischofs 
Petrus Aureoli, Miinster 1913, 62—69 (Baeumker Beitrage 11, 6). 

4 E. M. Buytaert, Peter Aureoli, Scriptum super primum Sententiarum 1, 
The Franciscan Institute St. Bonaventure New York, Louvain, Paderborn 
1953. 

5 Die Hss sind aufgefiihrt bei A. Teetaert, Pierre Auréol DThC 24, 1819 f. 

6 Pierre Auriol, Histoire Littéraire de la France 34, Paris 1906, 479—527- 

7 Der Konzeptualismus I—69. 

8 DThC 24, 1838— 40. 

® Estudios sobre la transmissién manuscrita de algunas obras de Pedro 
Aureoli O. F.M. (f 1322): Estudios Ecclesiasticos 9 (1930) 462—479; Io 
(1931) 449—474- 

® Nur der letzte Teil im dritten Buche des Druckes muB einer friiheren 
Reportation angehéren. Vgl. a. a. O. 10, 470 f. Ich benutze diese Gelegenheit, 
um eine wichtige Korrektur zu meinen Angaben von 1931 mitzuteilen. Frau 
Professor A. Maier hat nachgewiesen, da8 die Editio ‘Expandit librum’ nicht, 
wie man erwarten sollte und ich angenommen hatte, nach der Pariser Vor- 
lesung ‘Quia disciplinati hominis’ anzusetzen ist, sondern da sie ihr vor- 
ausgeht. Denn in Cod. Vat. Borgh. 329 tragt sie die Unterschrift: Explicit 
scriptum super primum sententiarum editum a fratre Petro Aureoli ordinis 
fratrum minorum. Finitus est liber iste in Caturcio per manus Iohannis Eltati 
de Frisia Anno domini M® CCC XVII, XIII kalendas iunii. Petrus war aber 
erst im Jahre 1317 Baccalarius in Paris und aus dieser Zeit stammt die Vor- 
lesung des ersten Buches mit der voraufgehenden Collatio ‘Ingredere in medio 
rotarum’. Es ist daher unméglich, daB die i im Juni 1317 vollig ausgearbeitete 
und sorgfaltig abgeschriebene Editio auf ‘Quia disci iplinati hominis’ folgt. 
Vgl. A. Maier, Diskussionen iiber das aktuelle Unendliche in der ersten Halfte 
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Die Neuausgabe der Edition™ und einige neuere Ergebnisse erinnerten 
mich an eine friiher ausgesprochene Absicht, die Uberlieferung des 
Quodlibet und einzelne andere Fragen zu behandeln. Allerdings ist 
unterdessen fiir die Uberlieferung des Quodlibet das meiste durch die 
wertvollen Erginzurgen Teetaerts zum bereits genannten Artikel von 
Noel Valois getan. Etwas mehr bleibt zu sagen iiber die Reste eines 
Reportatum des Quodlibet, iiber die zitierten Autoren und eine bisher 
unbekannte Quaestio. Weiterhin soll eine unter dem Namen des Exe- 
geten Nikolaus von Lyra veréffentlichte Frage als die zweite Redaktion 
eines im Firmamentum trium ordinum 1514 verdéffentlichten Traktates 
De usu paupere Aureolis nachgewiesen werden. Endlich wird ein ‘Cor- 
rectorium Petri Aureoli’ aus der Hand des Dominikaners Raymundus 
Bequini neu eingefiihrt, wobei auch die ersten Nachrichten iiber den 
Widerhall, den Aureoli bei seinen Zeitgenossen fand, iibermittelt wer- 
den™*. Leider war es mir zur Zeit unméglich, die vor vielen Jahren 
gemachten Notizen aus Hss noch einmal zu iiberpriifen und zu erweitern. 
Hoffentlich werden andere diese ersten Hinweise vervollstandigen oder 
auch korrigieren. 


1. Das Quodlibet Aureolis 
Das Quodlibet Aureolis ist durch den 1605 in Rom bei Alois Zanetti 


erschienenen Druck seit langem bekannt, aber heute nicht leicht zu- 
ganglich. A. Noel!? und in erweiterter Form A. Teetaert!* haben die 


des 14. Jahrhunderts: Div. Thom. (Fr.) 24 (1947) 319 f. M. E. ist die Editio 
‘Expandit librum’ eine Frucht der Tolosaner Vorlesung bald nach 1314. — 
In einem anderen Artikel macht A. Maier die wichtige Mitteilung, da8 Aureoli 
in manchen Punkten von Durandus abhangig ist. Vgl. Literaturhistorische 
Notizen iiber Petrus Aureoli, Durandus und den Cancellarius nach der Hs 
Ripoll 77°" in Barcelona: Greg 29 (1948) 213—222. 

11 Die Bezeichnung Editio oder Scriptum fiir Buch 1 ‘Expandit librum’ 
diirfte hier besser am Platz sein als Ordinatio, die bei Scotus mit Recht ge- 
braucht wird. Denn in unserem Fall handelt es sich nicht um Ordnung friiherer 
Arbeiten, sondern um ein neues, selbsténdiges Werk. Auch die ersten drei 
Quastionen des dritten Buches sind im Gegensatz zu den folgenden repor- 
tierten Quiastionen eher eine Editio. Die Frage, wie es méglich sei, daB hier 
Editio und Reportatio im gleichen Buch nebeneinander stehen, diirfte auf 
folgende Weise gelést werden. Aureoli hatte die drei ersten Fragen fiir die 
Editio vorbereitet, nicht aber die folgenden. Man nahm daher bei der spateren 
Veréffentlichung diese Fragen aus der Reportatio. In Cod. Paris. Nat. 17484 
*.7v heiBen die ersten Fragen f.7v: Expliciunt 3 questiones ‘composite’. 
Quod sequitur est reportatum. Die gleiche Bemerkung findet sich im Cod. 
Toulouse 243 f. 8v Expliciunt tres questiones ordinarie composite. Quod 
sequitur est de reportacione, und ebenso in Cod. Plut. 32 dext. 12 der Lauren- 
tiana Florenz f. 7r. 

lle Cf. F. Pelster, Zur ersten Polemik gegen Aureoli: Raymundus Be- 
quini O. P., seine Quastionen und sein Correctorium Petri Aureoli, das Quod- 
libet des Iacobus de Tt O. E.S. A., in Franciscan Studies 15 {1955). 

12 Hist. Littér. 33, 5 

18 Pierre Auriol DThc 4 1838 f. 
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handschriftliche Uberlieferung dargelegt. Teetaert nennt folgende Hss"*: 

Paris Nat. 14566 (P,) ff. 7—-81; ebenda 15667 ff. 141—208 und 17485 

(P.) ff. 3—84; Toulouse 180 ff. 12g—?; ebenda 739 (T) ff. 189r—224v; 

744 ff. ?; Clermont-Ferrand 109 ff. 23—90; Florenz Laurentiana Plut.32 

dext. 12 (L) ff. 95r—137r; Assisi 136 (A) ff. 58r—111v; Vat. Borgh.123 

(V) ff. 199r—268v. Samtliche Hss gehéren dem 14. Jahrhundert an. 
Hinzu kommen folgende 2 bzw. 3 Hss.: 


1. Neapel Nationalbibliothek Cod. VII B. 31 {membr. ff. 119, 31, 
2X25 cm (2 col.) saec. 14]. Die Hs stammt aus dem Konvent von San 
Domenico und enthilt ff. 1r—6ov das Quodlibet™. 


2. Miinchen Staatsbibliothek Cod. lat. 26309 (M) [membr. ff. 230, 
27,8x19,6 cm (2 col.) saec. 14 in.]. Er enthalt, soweit Aureoli in Be- 
tracht kommt, die folgenden Fragen des Druckes und der nachher ge- 
gebenen Liste: Q. 1 ff. 207r—208v; Q. 2 ff. 2ogv—zt1ov; Q. 6 ff. ztov— 
2izr; Q.7 ff. 212r—214v; Q.16 ff. 214v—216r; Q.9 ff. 216r—218v; 
Questio 3a de quolibet Petri de Aureoli ff. 220r-——_222v. Die Heimat der 
Hs ist S. Victor in Paris. Sie mu8 wegen anderer Stiicke in der ersten 
Halfte des 14. Jahrhunderts, vielleicht schon um 1320 geschrieben 
sein!®, 


3. Oxford Balliol College Cod. 63 (B). Die Hs wurde nebst anderen 
von Wilhelm Gray, Bischof von Ely (1454—1478), dem Kolleg ge- 
schenkt. H. Coxe!” hat schon 1852 die schwierige Hs gut, aber heute 


14 Fiir die Hss habe ich die spater gebrauchten Siglen beigegeben. Die 
Folioangaben sind den von mir nicht eingesehenen Hss Teetaeit entnom- 
men. 

15 Aus dem iibrigen Inhalt sei hervorgehoben das Correctorium ‘Sciendum’ 
des Robert von Orford ff. 61r—8ov; ein Bruchstiick der Widerlegung Hein- 
richs von Gent durch Herveus Natalis ff. 81r—1o06v: ‘Querit in primo quolibet 
XIII questione, que sit alcior potencia, utrum voluntas vel intellectus ...’ 
f. 1o6vb Postea querebatur de voluntate utrum quoad motum ... esset 
libera, si moveretur a beatitudine; eine kurze Inhaltsangabe der Sentenzen 
des Lombarden; verschiedene Principia ‘Super tota theologia’, ‘Super Mathei 
evangelium’, ‘Super scriptum sacre pagine’, ‘Super Ioannem’, ‘Super Ysaiam’ 
ff. 114r—117r. Vor allem sind interessant die Principia ‘Ad licenciandum 
aliquem in medicina: Elegit Nicholaum Antiochenum’ ff. 117v—118r; ein 
Principium super medicinam <eines Baccalarius>: ‘Disciplina medici exaltabit 
capud’ ff. 118r—119r; die Ansprache eines Schulmeisters an seine Schiiler: 
‘Audite filii disciplinam’ f. 119r. Die letzten drei waren bei ihrem historisch- 
methodischen Inhalt einer Veréffentlichung wert. 

16 Eine nahere Beschreibung der zumal fiir Scotus und Durandus wichtigen 
Hs findet sich im Artikel: Handschriftliches zu Skotus: Franz Stud 10 (1923) 
17—19. Noch eingehender ist die Beschreibung bei J. Koch, Durandus de 
Porciano, Miinster 1927, 31—33 (Baeumker Beitrage 26, 1). Koch berichtigt 
auch meinen Irrtum, als stamme die Hs aus einem rheinischen Kloster. 

1” Catalogus codicum mss, qui in collegiis aulisque Oxoniensibus hodie 
adservantur 1, Oxonii 1852, Collegium Balliolense Cod. 63, 16sq. Eine wich- 
tige Erganzung zu Coxe, die fast gleichzeitig von C. Smith und mir gemacht 
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nicht mehr ausreichend beschrieben. Eine eingehende Beschreibung 
wird spater gegeben. Die auf Aureoli sich beziehenden Stiicke werden 
in spaterem Zusammenhang genannt werden. 

Da das Verzeichnis der Fragen des Quodlibet vielen nicht zur Hand 
sein wird und ich mehrfach auf einzelne zuriickkommen muB, so scheint 
es angebracht, dasselbe nochmals abzudrucken. Ich lege den Wortlaut 
des alten gut verbesserten Cod. 136 Assisi zu Grunde und gebe dabei 
die entsprechenden Foliozahlen auch anderer Hss an, soweit mir diese 
bekannt sind und ebenso wichtigere Varianten aus V und dem Druck. 
Bemerkt sei, daB die Titel und ihre Varianten nicht dem Inhaltsver- 
zeichnis und auch nicht den Uberschriften entnommen wurden, sondern 
den Einleitungsworten ‘Querebatur utrum’. Denn dieser Wortlaut 
stammt sicher von Aureoli selbst. 

Folgende Hss wurden benutzt: Cod. Assisi 136 (A); Cod. Vat. Borgh. 
123 (V)'®; Cod. Neapel VII B.31 (N); Cod. Laur. Flor. (S. Croce) 
Plut. 32 dext.12 (L); Cod. Toulouse 739 (T); Cod. Paris Nat. 14566 
(S. Victor) (P,); Cod. Paris Nat. 17485 (P,); Cod. 26309 Miinchen (M). 


Quodlibet Petri Aureoli 


1. Utrum in aliqua re formalitas et realitas distinguantur. A 58r—6ov; 
V 199r—202r; N 1r—3r; L 95r—o7r; T 189r—191v; P, 7v—10v; P, 15r—17V; 
M 207r—208v. 


2. Utrum accio agentis differat realiter ab agente. A 60v—63v; V 202r— 
205v; N 3r—6v; Lo7r—oor; P, 1ov—14r; M 209r—z2Iov. 

3. Utrum alius et alius modus unitatis seu indivisionis sufficienter tollat?® 
contradicciones, que videntur occurrere in divinis. A 63v—75v; V 205v—220v; 
N 6v—19v; L 99r—108v; M 220v—222Vv. 
wurde, sei auch hier angefiihrt: Bisher kannte man nur Fragen und ein 
Quodlibet des Robert von Winchelsea, Kanonikus von St. Paul in London 
und Kanzlers von Oxford (1288) und spater Erzbischofs von Canterbury 
(1293—1313) nur aus Cod. 217 des Magdalen College Oxford ff. 341r—364v 
und Cod 158 Assisi f. 75v, 117v art. 3, 194r—233v (vgl. Little-Pelster, Oxford 
Theology and Theologians, Oxford 1934, 103). Cod. 63 Balliol hat nicht nur 
anonym ff. r1zr—131v die Fragen von Assisi und Magdalen College, 
sondern zwei anonyme Quodlibeta Winchelseas: Quodl. 1 ff. 132r—154v 
(24 Fragen), Quodl.2 ff. 155r—z161v (11 Fragen unvollstandig). Quodl. 2 
ist das bei Glorieux, La Littérature Quodlibétique 2 n. 33 angefiihrte Quod- 
libet. Es hat aber nicht 2 sondern 11 Fragen. Das bei Glorieux als anonym 
bezeichnete Quodlibet n. 34 ist jenes von Magdalen College, mit dem 7 andere 
Fragen Winchelseas verbunden sind. Vgl. iiber die ganze Frage jetzt C. Smith, 
Some Aspects of the Scholastic Career of Archbishop Winchelsey: Dominican 
Studies 6 (1953) 101—126. S. fiihrt den vollgiiltigen Beweis fiir die Echtheit 
und verspricht eine weitere Behandlung der Lehre Winchelseas. 

18 Weder Cod. Vat. Borgh 123 noch Cod. Paris N. 17485 (a. 1320) sind 
verbessert. 

19 Tollat omnes V Dr. Dr. hat nach contradictiones durch ein Versehen die 
folgenden Worte bis ‘de predicto’ ausgelassen, so da8 der Satz sinnlos wird. 
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4. Utrum sola?® distinccio secundum quid vel inconvertibilitatis inter 
proprietatis et essenciam sufficiat ad tollendas contradicciones in divinis non 
ponendo alium modum unitatis vel indivisionis. A 75v—77r; V 2z0ov—223r: 
N 19v—2z1v; L 10o8v—trior. 


5. Utrum sola distinccio racionis sufficiat ad tollendam omnem contra- 
diccionem in divinis. A 77r—81r; V 223r—228r; N 21v—25v; L 109r—113F. 

6. Utrum anima intellectiva sit inmediate principium sue operacionis. 
A 81r—83r; V 228r—231r; N 25v—28r; L 113r—115r; M 210v—2z12r. 

7. Utrum anima constituta ex duabus realitatibus esse possit forma cor- 
poris A. 83r—86v; V 231r—237r; N 28r—32v; L 115r—118r; M 212r—214v™. 

8. Utrum ad visionem beatificam requiratur aliqua similitudo creata. 
A 86v—8or; V 237r—230r; N 32v—35r; L 118r—a1ov. 

g. Utrum ad visionem beatificam requiratur aliquis habitus vel lumen 
creatum. A 89r—g2v; V 239r—245r; N 35r—39v; L 119v—133v; M 216r— 
218v. 

1o. Utrum videns divinam essenciam videt necessario quicquid represen- 
tatur per eam. A 92v—95v; V 245r—247v; N 39v—42v; L 122v—125r. 

11. Utrum virtus moralis, in quantum virtus”, sit ens per accidens. A 95v— 
o98r; V 247v—252v; N 42v—46r; L 125r—127r. 

12. Utrum virtus moralis consistens circa unam materiam habeat unitatem 


forme simplicis natura®* constitute. A 98r—1oov; V 251v—z255r; N 46r—4or; 
L 1271r—129v. 


13. Utrum virtus moralis in appetitu sensitivo sit qualitas media essencia- 
liter constituta ex habitibus, que inclinant ad passiones extremas. A 100v— 
tozr; V 255r—257r; N 49r—5o0v; L 129b—1r30v. 

14. Utrum virtus moralis dividatur in 4or cardinales tanquam in species 
subalternas**. A 102r—i1o05v; V 257r—261r; N 50r—54r; L 130v—132Vv. 

15. Utrum speculativa et practica distinguantur penes esse et non-esse 
activum principium in agente respectu sui obiecti. A 105v—109v; V 261r—266r; 
N 54r—58v; L 132v—135v; Ba 21r—v. 

16. Utrum forme miscibilium qualitatum differant realiter a sua actualitate. 
A 1o9v—1IlIv; V 266r—268v; N 58v—6ov; L 135v—137r; T 223v—224Vv; 
P, 78v—81v; P, 82v—84v; M 214v—216r. 


Allen Fragen, mit Ausnahme von M, das ja nur eine Auswahl bietet, 
geht der Prolog voraus: ‘Proposui in animo meo querere et investigare 


20 Utrum distinccio Dr. — sufficienter tollasque in divinis occurrunt 
absque alio modo unitatis vel indivisionis Dr. 

21 Utrum ponens quod in anima intellectiva sint due realitates intrinsece, 
quarum una est pure possibilis in genere intellectivo et reliqua actualis, possit 
salvare quod sit per se et essencialiter forma corporis Dr. Der Unterschied ist 
hier nur scheinbar. A hat den eigentlichen Titel der Frage ausgelassen und 
gibt nur die gekiirzte Uberschrift, die auch im Druck neben dem Haupttitel 
angegeben wird. 

22 Virtus in quantum V Dr. 

28 Simplicis non constitute ex multis L V. 

*4 Subalternas comprehendentes omnes virtutes V L Dr. 
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sapienciam. Ecclesiastes 1°, Augustinus 2° De libero arbitrio cap. 3°’; 
alle beschlieBen die Quaestio 16 mit den Worten: ‘sunt una quantitas 
indivisa in actu’. 

Wir beginnen nun mit Cod. 63 des Balliol College Oxford, der eine 
eigene Stellung einnimmt. Er hat mehrere Fragen Aureolis, deren 
Charakter ich zu bestimmen suche, soweit dies meine Aufzeichnungen 
erlauben. Schon Coxe, dem Noel Valois und A. Teetaert gefolgt sind, 
hat 3 von ihnen genannt. Da die schwierige, aus vielen Bruchstiicken 
zusammengesetzte Hs des 14. Jahrhunderts auch fiir Thomas von Wil- 
ton, den in Paris lebenden Kanzler der Kathedrale in London und Geg- 
ner Aureolis, und einzelne wenig bekannte Oxforder Lehrer von In- 
teresse ist, so gebe ich eine etwas vollstandigere Beschreibung als Coxe. 


Cod. 63 des Balliol College Oxford [membr. ff. I + 165, 34 x 23,5cm 
(2 col. oder 1 col.) saec. 14. engl. Schrift]. F. rr Liber domus de Balliolo 
in Oxonia ex dono Reverendi in Christo patris et domini Willelmi 
Gray Eliensis episcopi. 


1. Incipiunt conclusiones magistri Petri Haureoli super secundum senten- 
ciarum 1r—17v (18v). 


Q. 1. Utrum tempori preterito secundum suam formalem racionem repugnet 
convenire racionem infiniti. Quod non Philosophus novit naturam temporis 
4 Phisicorum. 1r—v. <cf. Com. 1.2 d.2 q. I>. 


Q. 2. Utrum secundum opinionem Aristotelis mundus de facto est a Deo et 
contingenter tv <cf.Com. 1.2 d.1 a. I>. 


Q. 3. Utrum mundum esse ab eterno repugnet ex hoc quod effective est 
a Deo et contingenter Iv <1.2 d.I a. 2>. 


Q. 4. Utrum repugnet creature produci ab eterno ex hoc quod ponitur 
realiter diferre a producente zr <Deest in libro 2 d. 1>. Dist.17 Q.8 7r Hic 
de origene anime etc. Quero primo utrum unus intellectus numero sit in 
omnibus hominibus. Quod sic. Intellectus est natura et quiditas intellectualis 
subsistens 17r <cf. D. 18 Utrum in materia sit incohacio formarum 17v>. 


Q. ultima. Utrum mulier fuerit producta de costa viri secundum raciones 
seminales 17v <cf. 1.2 d.18 q. unic.>. Tabula questionum Petri Aureoli 
super 2™ sentenciarum f. 18v. 


2. Determinacio fratris Aureoli. Utrum virtus, in quantum virtus, sit ens 
per accidens. 19r—v. Quod sic. Quod includit res duorum predicamertorum 
est ens per accidens. In ista questione sic est procedendum . . . Primo ponendus 
est punctus questionis eum suis difficultatibus. Secundo removenda sunt 
quedam obiecta per aliquos socios. f. 19ra 2" articulus questionis est removere 
obiecciones replicatas contra predicta. Rand, Iste sunt raciones magistri 
Thome de Wylton. Explicit f. 19gva: potest sibi advenire respectus talis. Et 
sic patet quod raciones et obiecciones iste non concludunt. <Cf. Quodl. q. 11>. 
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3. <Quaestio Thomae de Wylton> 19v—zov. Utrum habitus theologicus 
sit practicus vel speculativus. Rand: Wyltona. Dicit hic una opinio et est 
Aureoli quod est proprie practicus. Quod sic probat: Omnis habitus, qui non 
solum considerat veritates circa subiectum, sed eas facit, est practicus. Sed 
theologia est huiusmodi. Ergo etc. . . f. zorb Dico igitur quod secundum viam 
Philosophi nec proprie potest poni quod theologia sit practica nec speculativa. 
Quid igitur ponam? Quod sit affectiva. Dico quod non potest illa via de 
affectiva inprobari. 

4. Utrum accio differat a forma agendi tanquam res alia 2ov. Quod non, 
quia modus rei non est alia res ab ista, cuius est modus. Oben Aureoli — 
<Cf. Quodl. q. 2.>. 


5- Questio est utrum habitus practicus et speculativus distinguantur ab 
invicem per esse principium activum et non esse principium activum in 
ipso sciente 21r—v. Oben Aureoli <Cf. Quodl. q. 15>. 

6. Utrum sola distinccio racionis facta per intellectum sufficiat ad tollendam 
omnem contradiccionem in divinis 21v. Oben Aureoli. <Cf. Quodl. q. 5>. 


6a. Utrum ad visionem beatificam requiritur similitudo creata 21v. <Expl. 
filii et sit quaternitas. Require plus de ista materia in secundo. Cf. Quodl. 
q. 8.>. 

7. Questio super principium sentenciarum. Quia supponitur in leccione 
quod Deus sit subiectum in hac sciencia, ideo quero de racione formali, sub 
qua Deus habeat hic poni subiectum et est questio ista: Utrum Deus sit hic 
subiectum sub aliqua racione magis speciali et magis contracta 22r—22v. — 
f. 22rb Non obstantibus istis resumo oppinionem doctoris et confirmo eam 
aliquibus racionibus primo sic. Rand Confirmacio Egidii. Henricus XII 
quodlibet. f. 23v Intellectus posicionis Egidii. 

8. <Quaestio eiusdem?> Utrum viator possit naturaliter pervenire ad 
cognoscendum omnia saluti necessaria 23ra. 


g. <Leccio in librum Ecclesiasten anonymi> 23r—v. Vanitas vanitatum 
etc. Secundum quod dicit b. Augustinus in libro de doctrina christiana.. . 
Quorum consorcio nos coniungat rex omnium seculorum. Amen. 


Io. Questiones super primum sentenciarum cum determinacione magistri 
Petri Aureoli minoris 24r —- Utrum finis per se sacre scripture in via sit amare 
Deum. Et arguitur quod non, quia in sciencia theologie est Deus subiectum 
sub absoluta racione. Expl. ipsi non habent salvare unitatem sciencie ex fine. 
24r—26r. <In einer Ecke steht der Name: fr. Dionysius de Burgo (O.E.S. 
Aug.)>. (Zitationem: f. 24r Opinio Henrici et Egidii. Contra Egidium, f. 24v 
Contra solucionem Hervei, f.25r Rand: Herveus contra Scotum, contra 
Herveum, f.25v Contra Alnewyc., Scotus f. 26r Instancia fratris Willelmi 
Alnewyc.) 

11. Tituli questionum fratris Iohannis de Lana f.27v 1° Quid est principium 
individuacionis. — 17. Utrum anima separata sit in loco 27v. 


12. Conclusiones Aureoli de tempore. Primo dicit quod tempus potest 
dupliciter accipi: uno modo ut est quantitas indeterminata nec reducta ad 
aliquem numerum certum, 27vb. 


5* 
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13. <Questiones>» Lana 28r—51v. 1° Questio est utrum anima humana 
coniuncta corpori ut forma sit principium individuacionis 28r. — 2° Utrum 
anima intellectiva extendatur ad extensionem corporis 28v—17° Septimodecimo 
queritur an actus quo intelligit anima essenciam suam sit idem realiter essencie 
sue 49r—v. — 18° Octavodecimo queritur an anima separata a corpore sit 
in loco 50r—51v. Expl.: ab illo modo quod dixi quod michi non satisfacit. 
Expliciunt questiones de anima fratris Iohannis de Bononia, qui dicitur de 
Lana, Baccellarii in sacra pagina ordinis fratrum Heremitatum sancti Au- 
gustini®. 

14. Leccio in sentencias. ‘Fluvius egrediebatur de loco uno ad irrigandum 
paradisum, qui medius dividitur in 4 capita. Gen. 2’. — Beatus Gregorius 
18 Moralium super illud Iob 28: ‘Profunda quoque fluviorum et cetera sic 
dicit: Quid namque f. 51v. — Super 2” (Rand) Fluvius etc. B. Gregorius 
26 Moralium super illud Iob 35. Suspice celum et intuere ethera 51Vv. 

15. Oben: Wylton. An intellectivam esse formam corporis humani possit 
racione necessaria probari et convinci evidenter. Quod sic, quia homo ex- 
peritur se intelligere 52r—53r. Expl. ab omni potencia. Similiter (unvoll- 
standig). 

16. Bruchstiick aus Aureoli 1. 1 d. 33. Circa secundum vero considerandum 
quod aliqui dicere voluerunt quod proprietates et essencie sunt quidem se- 
cundum rem idem, sed differunt racione 54v—56v. Expl. eiusdem in recto. 

17. Recollecciones super secundum sentenciarum <Anonyme Fragen eines 
Augustiner-Eremiten> 57r—58r. 1° Utrum ex ordine encium in ultimum 
finem possit concludi produccio eorum a Deo 57r. — 2° Utrum creacio esset 
possibilis, si non differet realiter esse ab essencia 57r. — Hic ponit doctor 
noster <Aegidius Romanus> duas conclusiones. — 3° Utrum creature possit 
communicari virtus creandi 58v. — Hic tenet Egidius. Letzte Frage: Utrum 
demon in eius inicio fuerit malus 6or. 

18. Bruchstiick eines Kommentars zum ersten Buch der Sentenzen 60r—66r. 
1° Utrum Deus sub absoluta racione deitatis est subiectum in theologia 60r. — 
2° Utrum veritas qua scimus de Deo per theologiam continetur sub obiecto 
adequato nostri intellectus 6or. — ‘Contra Scotum’. — 3° Utrum articuli 
fidei sint principia in theologia 60v. — Es werden zitiert f. 61r Durandus; 
f. 64r Godefredus, Egidius, Thomas; f. 65r Aureolus, Egidius. — Letzte Frage 
f.65v Utrum sola persona filii sine aliis personis potuerit incarnari: 65v—66r. 
Expl. continet relacionem oppositam. 

19. Bruchstiick eines Kommentars zum ersten Buch der Sentenzen (wohl 
eines Augustiners). 67r—85v. 1° Utrum theologia sit propria sciencia 67r. — 
2° Utrum theologia sit sciencia speculativa vel practica. Quod non speculativa, 
quia habet obiectum attingibile 67v: f.67v Solucio ad instanciam Couton 


2 P. Glorieux, La Littérature Quodlibétique 2, 153 f. hat nach Cod. Vat. 
Chigi E VIII 147 die Titel von 2 Quodlibeta Lanas veréffentlicht. Sie sind 
aber nicht identisch mit diesen Quaestiones De anima. Falls die 2 Quodlibeta 
in Paris gehalten wurden, so war er damals Magister. Da er aber in der Unter- 
schrift des ersten Quodlibet und ebenso jener der Quaestiones ‘Bacellarius’ 
genannt wird, so darf man vermuten, da8 Lana dieselben in seinem Heimats- 
konvent Bologna verteidigt hat. Nach Notizen von Ehrle wird Lana von 
Michael de Massa O. E. S. A. zitiert. 
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<Roberti Cowton O. F. Min.>; £.68r racio Scoti; f.69r Ware, quod non affec- 
tiva, Bernardus <Lombardi?>, Aureolus, Scotus, Gandavus. — 3° Utrum 
theologia subalternetur theologie beatorum 6or, f. 69v Aureolus. — 4° Circa 
dist. primo querendum est de frui . . . et 3° queram de frui in ordine ad poten- 
ciam et est questio ista an voluntas de necessitate velit ultimum finem 72r. — 
f. 73r Egidius, Duns, Ware; f. 81r Houtton? <Couton?> f. 82r Opinio Scoti, 
Ware; f. 81v Lincolniensis De divinis nominibus. — Letzte Frage: Utrum 
relacio sit alia res a fundamento 84v—85v. Expl. est ad aliquid secundum dici. 

20. Oben f. 86r Aureolus. 1° Utrum videns Deum videat omnia, que in ipso 
representantur 86r—v <Quodl. q. 10>. Quod sic videtur. Representans neces- 
saria videt etc. Sed essencia divina. 2° Utrum ad visionem beatificam sit 
necessarium aliquod lumen supernaturale ultra lumen intellectus agentis 86v 
<Quodl. q. 9.> f. 86v. unten Gerardus <de Senis ord. Erem. S. Augustini> 
probat. 

21. <Anonymi> Utrum gracia et caritas necessaria requiruntur ad actum 
meritorium tanquam duo distincti habitus. 87r—v. 

22. Questio Gerardi <de Senis» O. E. S. A. in principio 3“. Utrum una 
persona possit incarnari absque hoc quod alia incarnetur 87v. 

23. Principium in 4 libros sentenciarum 88v. Ecce 4 quadrige egredientes 
de medio duorum moncium Zach. 6. Sicut dicit glosa super epistolas Pauli. 

24. Oben f. 89v Beverley <O. F.M.> 1° Utrum Deus sit trinus et unus. 
Quod non. Quoad unitatem, 89v. — 2° Utrum a quacunque creatura racionali 
solus Deus sit propter se finaliter diligendum 93r. 

25. Unten Quaterni 5 fratris Willemi de Wodeford iunioris <auctoris an 
possessoris ?> 1oor—116r. 1° In secundo quolibet queruntur quedam de Deo 
et quedam de creaturis. Et erat questio utrum posset videri summa essencia, 
ita quod non videatur persona 1oor. — 2° Utrum Deus posset facere multi- 
tudinem infinitam 1orv. — 3° Utrum Deus posset facere subiectum existere 
sine propria sua passione. Letzte: Utrum in Christo sint due filiaciones realis 
116r. Expl.: non est proprietas. 

26. Es folgen 2 Quodlibeta und 6 Quaestiones disputatae des spateren Erz- 
bischofs Robert von Winchelsea 117r—167v. Da Dom Smith, Buckfast tiber 
dieselben ausfiihrlich gehandelt hat und noch eine weitere Studie verspricht, 
so kann ich von der Beschreibung absehen. 


Was ergibt sich nunmehr aus diesen und anderen Fragen iiber die 
Natur des Quodlibet Aureolis und sein Verhialtnis zu anderen Autoren? 


1. Das Quodlibet, wie es im Druck und in fast allen Hss sich findet, 
ist ein Editum, kein Reportatum. Das zeigt einmal das feierliche Vor- 
wort: Proposui in animo meo; das zeigt ferner die sorgfaltige, bis ins 
einzelne durchgefiihrte Disposition und die wohlgeordnete Ausfiihrung 
der Fragen und der Unterabteilungen. Dafiir haben wir auch das Zeug- 
nis des Cod. 17485 der Nationalbibliothek Paris f. 84v: Explicit quod- 
libet magistri Petri Aureoli ordinis fratum minorum editum et com- 
pletum anno gracie Millesimo trecentesimo vicesimo. Es ist also eine 
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editio, die 1320 herausgegeben wurde. Man darf allerdings nicht schlie- 
Ben, daB Aureoli sein Quodlibet 1320 gehalten hat®*. Zwischen Ver- 
teidigung und Herausgabe verstrich nicht selten geraume Zeit und 
unser Quodlibet hat einen bedeutenden Umfang, — in der Folioausgabe 
von 1605 155 Seiten — die Abschrift allein erforderte schon einige Zeit, 
ebenso die letzte Ausarbeitung. Aureoli erhielt die Lizenz nach dem 
14. Juli 1318*?, Datum des Schreibens Papst Johannes XXII. an 
den Kanzler der Universitat mit der Aufforderung, Petrus sogleich die 
Lizenz zu geben. Am 13. November 1318 schwort er als neuer Magister 
regens mit einigen Magistri anderer Orden, daB sie die Statuten der 
Universitat beobachten wollen®*. DaB er nun unmittelbar schon im 
Advent 1318 ein Quodlibet gehalten, ist wenig wahrscheinlich. Man 
wird daher viel eher an die Fastenzeit oder vielleicht auch an den Ad- 
vent 1319 denken??. 

2. Sind die Fragen des Quodlibet in Cod. Balliol Ausziige aus der 
Editio oder Reportata? Sie sind, soweit mein Material reicht, Reportata 
und damit von gréBerem Werte. Dies deuten schon einzelne Titel der 
Quastionen an. Q.2 (Balliol) Utrum actus differat a forma agentis 
tanquam res alia. — Assisi und Druck. Utrum accio agentis differat 
realiter ab agente. — Q. 15. B. Utrum habitus practicus et speculativus 
distinguantur ab invicem per esse principium activum in ipso sciente. — 
A Dr. Utrum speculativa et practica distinguantur penes esse et non 
esse activum principium in ipso sciente. — Q. 5. B. Utrum sola distinc- 
cio racionis facta per intellectum sufficiat... A Dr. Utrum sola di- 
stinctio racionis sufficiat... — Q. 10. B. Utrum videns Deum videat 
omnia, que in ipso representantur... A Dr. Utrum videns divinam 
essenciam videt necessario quicquid sniieiaahatint per eam. 


2 Ein Datum allerdings des Quodlibet vor der Pariser Lehrzeit 1316, etwa 
aus Toulouse, an das man nach den Erfahrungen mit 1. 1 der Sentenzen den- 
ken kénnte, kommt nicht in Frage. Denn Aureoli sagt nach Cod. Assisi 136 
f. 71ra (q. 3): Hance difficultatem ego ipse novi alias et solvi et contra solu- 
cionem bis vel ter replicavi nec oportet nunc repetere, que ibi dicta sunt. 
Dazu am Rand 1 questio de reportacione primi. Ganz ahnlich schon f. 67rb: 
Sicut alias dixi, quando novi difficultatem, dazu ‘in prima questione de 
reportacione primi’. Die Reportatio zum ersten Buch stammt aber sicher aus 
dem Jahre 1316/1317. 

27 Chart. Univ. Paris. 2, 225 n. 772. 

% Chart. 2, 227 n. 776. 

2 Auch Advent 1 319 bleibt méglich. Denn Aureoli wurde nicht 1319, wie 
die Chronica XXIV generalium sagt, sondern erst 1320 als Nachfolger des 
am 3. September 1320 zum Bischof von Salerno erhobenen Bertrand de la 
Tour zum Provinzial von Aquitanien gewahlt. Vgl. C. Eubel, Hierarchia 
Ecclesiastica 1, Miinchen 1913, 429. Der annus quartus Iohanais XXII ging 
bis zum 5. September. Das von Teetaert (DThC 24, 1815) fiir die Erhebung 
Bertrands vorgeschlagene Datum 1321 ist nicht méglich, da man an der Kurie 
ausschlieBlich nach Krénungsjahren zahlte. 
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So ist Q. 15 in A scharfer gefaBt; in Q. 5 ist das facta per intellectum 
von B in A ausgelassen; es ist iiberfliissig, da es sich um eine distinctio 
rationis handelt; in Q. 10 hat nur A das necessario. Dies geht eher auf 
den Autor zuriick, der seiner Arbeit die letzte Feile gibt, als auf einen 
Abbreviator. Entscheidend diirfte Folgendes sein: In Q. 11 lautet die 
Einleitung nach B f. 1gra: In ista questione sic est incedendum: Primo 
ponendus est punctus questionis cum suis difficultatibus, secundo 
removenda sunt quedam obiecta per aliquos socios. Druck und Hss 
haben: ideo sic est procedendum: Primo punctus questionis in quo est 
difficultas inquiretur, Secundo ad questionem in puncto illo dicetur. 
Tertio tangentur quedam replicata et dicetur ad ea. Aus 2 Punkten 
von B sind 3 geworden. Von den aliqui socii in B ist keine Rede. Im 
2” articulus von B wird von den raciones replicatae gesagt: Iste sunt 
raciones magistri Thome de Wylton. Im Druck fehlt der Name; es ist 
nur im allgemeinen die Rede von replicata a quodam doctore. Wir 
haben also hier die Gelegenheit, die Entwicklung einer Frage von der 
Determinatio bis zur Editio zu studieren. 


3. Das Verhialtnis Aureolis zu Thomas Wilton (de Anglia). Nachdem 
A. Maier*®® eine teilweise ziemlich enge Verwandtschaft und Abhangig- 
keit Aureolis von Durandus nachgewiesen hat, finden wir im Quodlibet 
einen Kollegen aus den Pariser Magistern, den Englander und Kanzler 
von St. Paul in London, Thomas von Wilton*™, als Gegner. Ja, es ist 
wohl nicht zu viel gesagt, daB Thomas in vielen Fragen der Hauptgegner 
ist. Es ist dies um so wichtiger, als groBe Stiicke offenbar fast wértlich 
den Schriften des Thomas entnommen sind. Wir erhalten so eine we- 


30 Literarhistorische Notizen iiber P. Aureoli, Durandus und den Can- 
cellarius nach der Hs Ripoll 77°" in Barcelona Greg 29 (19;8) 216—223. 

81 Wilton, der mitten in den verschiedenen Strémungen des zweiten Jahr- 
zehntes des 13. Jahrhunderts steht und damals haufig zitiert wurde, ver- 
diente ein eigenes Studium, wobei die umfangreichen Zitate aus noch nicht 
gefundenen Fragen beriicksichtigt werden miissen. Vgl. iiber ihn P. Glorieux, 
Répertoire des Maitres en Théologie de Paris 1, Paris 1933, 460f. A. Maier, 
Das Quodlibet des Thomas von Wilton: Rech Théol Anc Méd 14 (1947) 102 
110 (mit Erganzungen und Korrekturen zu Glorieux, La Littérature Quodli- 
bétique 2, Paris 1935, 278f.) und vor allem dieselbe, Codices Burghesiani 
Bibliothecae Vaticanae, Citta del Vaticano 1952, 37—39 (Cod. 36). Sichere 
Daten sind: Wilton ist am 1. Januar 1319 Magister regens in Paris und wird 
Kanzler von St. Paul in London. Am 20. August 1320 wird er von dem Eid 
dispensiert, nachdem er als Kanzler in London Theologie lehren muBte. Er 
bleibt in Paris, 1322 hat er auch ein Kanonikat in Wells. Da den Additiones 
Cancellarii — wie A. Maier bewiesen hat, Franz von Caraccioli, Kanzler von 
1309-1316 — zufolge Thomas in der Frage: Utrum omnes raciones que dicuntur 
de Deo secundum substanciam sint eedem essencie divine et inter se omnibus 
modis ex parte rei (Worcester Cathedral Fol. 69 ff. 164v—166r) ad raciones 
Cancellarii (f. 165vb) antwortet, so war er schon vor 1316 Magister. Mehr 
1a8t sich einstweilen mit Sicherheit nicht sagen. 
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sentliche Erweiterung seines recht unvollstandigen Nachlasses. Im Text 
selbst wird sein Name nie genannt. Aber sehr bald eingefiigte Uber- 
schriften und Randbemerkungen auch in den Altesten Hss, die zum 
Teil in den Druck iibergegangen sind, lassen keinen Zweifel bestehen. 
Als ersten Wegweiser, dessen Angaben naher verfolgt werden miissen, 
gebe ich meine Notizen aus Cod. Balliol (B), Neapel (N) und Borghese 
(V) an. 

In Quaestio 3 wird im Zusammenhang mit der Trinitatslehre zuerst 
das Problem behandelt, ob die Einheit nach ihrem formalen Charakter 
etwas Positives besage. Dafiir werden 12 Griinde angefiihrt. Vor der 
Widerlegung in N f. rora und V f. 2zogvb: Ad raciones Thome Anglici. 
Im zweiten Artikel, wo der Druck nur hat (S. 20a): Dicitur a quibusdam 
primo, sagt V f. 207va: Inquisicio an sc. ens et unum sic se habeant 
quod sine invicem non possunt intelligi. Et primo secundum Thomam 
Anglicum. Im dritten Artikel V f. 208rb: Inquisicio, an alia et alia unitas 
seu indivisio absoluta necessario preexigat unam ydempnitatem aliquam 
in substrato. Et <est> posicio secundum Thomam Anglicum; Druck 22 
hat keinen Namen, es folgen viele Argumente des Thomas. Im vierten 
Artikel V f. 2tovb; N f. 11ra: 4a inquisitio an sc. veritates convertibiles 
cum ente sumant distinccionem per aliam et aliam multitudinem 
primo secundum Thomam Anglicum. Der Druck 27 hat keinen Namen. 
V f. 216va Difficultas prima quam inducit Thomas de Anglica contra 
indivisiones absolutas. Druck 39a—4ob hat 8 Schwierigkeiten ohne 
Namen. — Q. 4 behandelt die Frage, ob eine identitas inconvertibilitatis 
die scheinbaren Schwierigkeiten in der Trinitat geniigend lése. Der 
erste Artikel V f. 221ra: Articulus primus. Inprobacio dicti fundamenti 
Thome Anglici in ponendo distinccionem secundum quid in divinis. 
Druck 45a ohne Namen. In den folgenden Quastionen 5 bis 10 taucht 
der Name des Thomas nicht auf. Anders Q. 11 art. 3 V f. 250vb: Primo 
ponentur quedam obiecta per Thomam Anglicum. Druck 113b hat hier 
gleichfalls den Namen und bringt drei ausfiihrliche Beweise des Anglicus. 
Interessant ist hier auch B (Determinacio fratris Aureoli). Es geht um die 
Frage, ob die Tugend als solche ein ens per accidens sei. B sagt f. rgra: 
In ista questione sic est incedendum. Primo ponendus est punctus 
questionis cum suis difficultatibus, secundo removenda sunt quedam 
obiecta per aliquos socios. Es sind also Griinde, die mit Aureoli lehrende 
Magistri — oder besser, nach dem Stil der Zeit — ein Magister vor- 
gebracht hat. Wer ist dies? B f. 19rb: Primo arguitur sic. Iste sunt 
raciones Thome de Wyltona. Vgl. Druck 108 f. 10 Griinde. B f. 19rb 
2" articulus questionis est removere obiecciones replicatas contra 
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predicta. Raciones contra Thomam de Wyltona. Vgl. Druck 111—113. 
Antwort auf 10 Beweise Wyltons fiir die virtus als ens per accidens 
(ohne Namen). 

In Quaestio 15 und in der Determinatio des Thomas Wilton sehen 
wir einen fortgesetzten Disput iiber die Frage, ob die Theologie spekulativ 
oder praktisch sei. Thomas sagt in seiner Frage B f. 1gva—zor: Utrum 
habitus theologie sit practicus vel speculativus. Dicit hic una opinio 
et est Aureoli quod est proprie practicus. Quod sic probat: Omnis 
habitus, qui non solum considerat veritates circa subiectum, sed ea 
facit, est practicus. Sed theologia est huiusmodi. Ergo etc. Maior patet 
per exemplum de rhetorica. Er bezieht sich hier auf die Frage 1. 1 q. 6 
art.4 (V f.11vb) der zweiten Erklarung der Sentenzen Aureolis: 
Quantum ad 4% questionem arguo primo quod habitus theologie 
nostre sit speculativus, dann f. 11vb Hic sunt XI opiniones. Sed ego 
ad hoc adduco talem racionem. Actus <1. actor> qui non solum consi- 
derat veritates circa subiectum unum sed agit eas, ille est activus. Sed 
theologicus est huismodi. Non enim solum considerat sustentacionem, 
defensiones, declarationes circa actum fidei, sed agit eas ad modum, 
quo actor non solum considerat circa oracionem, persuasivas condiciones 
et proprietates sed agit eam. Der Vergleich des Beweisganges, des 
Wortlautes in vielen Punkten, des Beispiels zeigt klar, daB Wilton 
diese Stelle im Auge hat. Im Quodlibet nun q. 15 a. 1 V f. 261v (Druck 
138 in der Uberschrift) heiBt es: Ubi inducuntur difficultates secundum 
Thomam Anglicum, ut punctus pateat questionis. Es folgen 10 Griinde 
aus Wilton, die er spater widerlegt. Wir haben hier ein Beispiel, wie zu 
gleicher Zeit lehrende Magistri gegeneinander Stellung nahmen und 
der Disput sich durch mehrere Schriften hinzog. Zugleich liefert B ein 
festes Datum fiir die Quaestio Wiltons. Er nennt seinen Gegner Aureoli 
doctor B f. zora. Also ist die Frage nach 1318, in welchem Jahre Aureoli 
Magister wurde, entstanden. Sie gehért auch nicht zu jenen Fragen 
Wiltons, die als Quodlibet bezeichnet werden. Ob Wilton auch in der 
Frage B ff. 52r—53r, An intellectivam esse formam corporis humani 
possit racione necessaria probari et convinci evidenter sich mit Aureoli 
auseinandersetzt, kann ich nicht sagen. 

Es sind noch andere Magistri, die von Aureoli kritisiert werden, ohne 
daB man Gleichzeitigkeit annehmen miiBte, vor allem Hervaeus Natalis. 
Im vierten Artikel der Q. 3 V f. 210vb (Dr. 27) wird Hervaeus Natalis 
als Gegner eingefiihrt. V f. 2t1va heiBt es: Arguunt igitur aliqui quod 
ea que in prefata posicione dicta sunt de indivisione absoluta et indivi- 
sione relativa falsa et inpossibilia sunt in se, dazu am Rand: Inpugnatio 
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quam facit Arveus contra predictam posicionem, und spater f. 214vb: 
Responsio ad ea, que supera inducta fuerunt per Arveum. Auch im 
Q. 4 art. 3 wird auf Herveus Bezug genommen V f. 222r (Druck 51a 
ohne Namen): Articulus 3" contra Arveum quod ydemptitas vel con- 
vertibilitas non suffucit ad tollendum contradiccionem. Es ist hier 
Quodl. 4 q.7 (S. 98a des Druckes von 1513) gemeint. Von geringerer 
Bedeutung ist, daB im ersten Quodlibet V zu Circa primum sciendum 
quod fuit quorundam opinio hinzugefiigt ist: Scoti in 1 Sent. d. 8. q. 4. 
Die ganze Quaestio iiber die Distinctio formalis ist offenbar gegen Scotus 
gerichtet. Auch in q. 10 art. 1 V f. 245ra (Druck gga) ist Scotus der 
Gegner. Quod dico propter opinionem, que ponit quod videns divinam 
essenciam necessario videt de omnibus rebus quid sint, sed non neces- 
sario cognoscit an sint in effectu. Dazu: Contra opinionem Scoti. 

Auch Thomas von Aquin wird in Q. 14 als Gegner eingefiihrt. Es 
handelt sich darum, ob die 4 Kardinaltugenden alle nicht géttlichen 
Tugenden umfassen und voneinander unterschieden sind. Im Text 
wird nur gesagt: Hic primo ponetur una opinio communis. Dagegen 
sagt V f. 257rb (Dr. 128b ohne Namen): Articulus primus. Opinio Thome 
prima secunde questione <61> articulo <4>. Zu beachten ist, daB 1319 
die Ansicht von Thomas opinio communis genannt wird. 

Endlich sei erwahnt, daB Quodl.9 V f.239v (Dr. 89) bei der Frage 
iiber die Notwendigkeit des lumen gloriae es heiBt: Articulus 2" contra 
opinionem Scoti et Thome. Et ostenditur primo quod omnis activitas 
circa intelleccionem atrribuenda est agenti et nulla possibilitati. N f24ora 
(Dr. goa). Contra opinionem Godefredi, f.242vb Contra opinionem 
Thome prima parte Summe. Als letzter tritt einmal Heinrich von Gent 
auf in Q. 10 N f. 245va (Druck 100a). Contra opinionem Henrici. 

Man sieht aus all diesen Zitaten, da8 Aureoli mitten in den theo- 
logischen Diskussionen stand und aktiv in sie eingriff. Eine wichtige 
Frage harrt noch der Lésung. Besteht im Quodlibet eine ahnliche Ver- 
wandtschaft zwischen Durandus und Aureoli, wie sie A. Maier fiir den 
Sentenzenkommentar nachgewiesen hat ? Nach damals viel verbreitetem 
Brauch werden gleichgesinnte Autoren selten namentlich zitiert. 


2. Zwei neue Quastionen Aureolis und eine zweite Redak- 
tion des Traktates De usu paupere. 


Wenn ich hier zwei weitere Fragen einfiihre, die wahrscheinlich oder 
sicher Aureoli gehéren, so geschieht dies vorlaufig noch mit einem ge- 
wissen Vorbehalt naherer Untersuchung. 
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Cod. 173 der Bibliothek von S. Antonio Padova [membr. ff. 103 
33,5 X24.cm (2 col.) saec. 14] ist eine interessante Mischhs, die leider 
noch auf eine versprochene genaue Beschreibung wartet. Sie hat f. 59r 
eine kurze Frage: Utrum accidencia proprie diffinantur. Et dicitur 
primo hic quod distinguendum est in concreto... Expl. Ista posicio 
contradicit veritati. Sic patet hec questio Aureoli. Vermutlich haben 
wir hier den Auszug einer Quaestio Aureolis. 

Viel gréBere Bedeutung hat eine andere Quaestio. Nach dem Traktat 
Scala fidei des Albertus de Toscanella**. ‘Funiculus triplex difficile 
rumpitur’ ff. 37r—44v folgt f. 45v—47r die Quaestio: Utrum ens 
dicat unum conceptum unius racionis, sub que contineatur Deus 
et denarius predicamentorum. Et videtur quod tali racione. Quod 
si est, est alia questio a questione quid sit. ... Expl. f. 47rb Preterea 
omne scibile est quid et ens et aliquid. Explicit quod hic est de omelia 
Petri Aureoli. Der Ausdruck omelia ist véllig unpassend. Ich vermute, 
daB der Abschreiber den vorhergehenden Traktat, den man als Homelie 
bezeichnen kann, zugleich mit der Quaestio abgeschrieben und dabei 
den fiir die Scala fidei passenden Namen auf die Quaestio iibertragen 
hat. Es wird daher gut sein, die Richtigkeit des Namens Aureoli als 
Verfasser der Quaestio in etwa zu bestatigen. Sie tragt durchaus den 
Charakter der Fragen Aureolis. Die Antwort wird eingeleitet: Ad 
questionem respondendo hoc ordine proceditur. Primo declarabitur 
quid est articulus questionis et posicione <I. precise> punctus, in quo 
inquiram, 2° ponentur 2 oppiniones, 3° ponetur oppinio, quam credo 
veriorem esse... Circa primum ergo, ut videatur punctus questionis, 
consideranda sunt tria. Primo de hac diccione ‘ens’. In dieser Einleitung 
allein haben wir alle Elemente fiir einen vollgiiltigen Echtheitsbeweis. 
Schon das zweimal gebrauchte Wort ‘punctus questionis’ kehrt bei 
Aureoli ungezahlte Male wieder. Ich habe es bis jetzt bei keinem anderen 
Autor in diesem Gebrauch gefunden. Die Formel Ad questionem respon- 
dendo hoc ordine proceditur stimmt wértlich mit der Einleitung der 
Antwort im Quodl. q. 7 und ro iiberein. — 2° ponentur 2 Opiniones. 
Vgl. Quodl. q. 1 Primo ponetur una opinio. — q. 5: Secundo ponendae 
sunt propositiones negativae. — q. 8: Primo pono quandam propositio- 
nem negativam. — q. 10: Primo namque ponentur quaedam proposi- 
tiones negativae. — q. 11: Nunc tertio ponenda sunt quaedam replicata. 
— q.12: Primo ponetur una opinio communis. Ponere neben punctus 
ist ebenfalls Lieblingswort Aureolis. Desgleichen wird im Quodlibet 


32 Vgl. iiber ihn Th. Kappeli, La tradizione manoscritta delle opere di 
Aldobrandino da Toscanella Arch Fr Praed 7 (1938) 165—172. 
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auch sonst zu Anfang der Responsio die Erérterung in 3 oder 4 Teile 
zerlegt. Auch der Ausdruck ‘quam credo veriorem esse’ kehrt wieder. 
All diese Ubereinstimmungen diirfen als volle Bestatigung fiir Aureoli 
gelten. Die Frage selbst nimmt ebenso wie Q. 1 des Quodlibet Stellung 
gegen die Distinctio formalis ex natura rei des Scotus. 


Endlich ist kurz der Beweis fiir eine friihere Behauptung betreffs 
einer zweiten Redaktion des Traktates De usu paupere zu fihren. 


Seit langem ist ein Traktat Aureolis De usu paupere bekannt. Er 
wurde schon 1512 in Paris von Bonifacius de Ceva veréffentlicht®*. Der 
Traktat behandelt die gegen Ende des 13. und zu Anfang des 14. Jahr- 
hunderts im Orden hei8 disputierte Frage, ob der armliche Gebrauch 
der irdischen Giiter unter das Armutsgeliibde falle. Die strengere Rich- 
tung, zumal die Spiritualen, bejahte die Frage, wahrend die Kommuni- 
tat das Gegenteil vertrat**. Aureoli lehnt die rigorose Erklarung der 
Spiritualen ab, derzufolge der usus pauper unter das Geliibde der Armut 
falle. Er ist vielmehr Gegenstand anderer Tugenden, wie der MaBigkeit, 
der Abtétung, Demut usw. Er kann unter das Geliibde des Gehorsams 
fallen, wenn kraft dieses Geliibdes ein bestimmter Gebrauch vorge- 
schrieben oder verboten wird. Es wird deutlich auf eine zu erwartende 
Entscheidung des Papstes hingewiesen. Diese ist am 6. Mai 1312 in der 


Konstitution ‘Exivi de paradiso’ Papst Clemens’ V. erfolgt. Der Traktat 
ist also sehr wahrscheinlich 1311 oder vielleicht auch 1312 erschienen. 
Ob Aureoli damals schon in Bologna Lektor war, wo er fiir 1312 nach- 
weislich ist, bleibt unentschieden. 


Nun machte E. Longpré® in einem Aufsatz iiber Quastionen in Cod. 
Vat. lat. 869 darauf aufmerksam, daB dort auch eine Frage iiber den 
Usus pauper stehe, die er dem beriihmten Exegeten Nikolaus von 


%3 Firmamenta trium ordinum beatissimi Patris Nostri Francisci, Parisiis 
1512, 116r—1tor. 

%4 Aus der sehr reichen Literatur iiber den Armutsstreit seien genanat: 
Fr. Ehrle, Petrus Iohannes Olivi, sein Leben und seine Schriften: ArchLit- 
KirchGesch 3 (1887) 497—523. — Ders. Die Spiritualen, ihr Verhaltnis zum 
Franziskanerorden und zu den Fraticellen: a. a. O. 553—614. — K. Balthasar, 
Geschichte des Armutsstreites im Franziskanerorden bis zum Konzil von 
Vienne, Miinster i. W. 1911 (Vorreformationsgeschichtliche Forschungen 6). 
— Gratien, Histoire de la Fondation et l’Evolution de l’Ordre des Fréres 
Mineurs au XIII siécle, Paris 1928. — E. Miiller, Das Konzil von Vienne 
131I—1312, Miinster i.W. 1934, 236—345 (Vorreformationsgeschichtliche 
Forschungen 12). Ausfiihrliche, auf Quellen beruhende Behandlung. — 
F. Pelster, Nikolaus von Lyra und seine Quaestio De usu paupere: Arch 
Franc Hist 46 (1953) 219—225. Kurze Zusammenfassung. 

%5 Le Quodlibet de Nicolas de Lyre, O. F.M. Arch Franc Hist 23 (1930) 
42—56. 
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Lyra O.F.M. zuschreibt. In einer Besprechung® des Artikels von 
Longpré zeigte ich, daB sich die Zuteilung aller 14 Fragen ff. 130r—152v, 
die Longpré als Quodlibet Nicolai de Lyra bezeichnete, nicht aufrecht 
erhalten lie8, denn 5 von ihnen sind dem ersten und zweiten Quodlibet 
Richards von Meneville entnommen. Es miiBte daher bei dem Misch- 
charakter der Hs die Echtheit jeder einzelnen Frage untersucht werden. 
Fiir die Zuteilung der Frage De usu paupere an Lyra fand ich einstweilen 
keinerlei Beweise. Spater lehrte ein Vergleich mit dem gedruckten 
Traktat Aureolis, da8 Aureoli auch Verfasser dieser Frage ist®’. 

Dies méchte ich jetzt beweisen. Inhaltlich ist die Stellung des Ver- 
fassers in beiden Schriften ganz die gleiche. Die altissima paupertas, 
die der Franziskaner gelobt, besteht in dem volligen Verzicht auf eigenen 
Besitz, sowohl des einzelnen als auch der Kommunitat, nicht aber in 
dem armlichen Gebrauch, so daB dieser nicht unter das Geliibde fiele. 
Der armliche Gebrauch (austeritas) kann Gegenstand verschiedener 
Tugenden sein, z. B. der MaBigkeit, der Demut. Der usus pauper kann 
in einzelnen Fallen, z.B. das Verbot, Geld zu gebrauchen, durch das 
Gehorsamsgeliibde vorgeschrieben sein, aber an und fiir sich nicht 
durch das Geliibde der Armut. Dies legt schon den gleichen Verfasser 
wenigstens nahe. Dazu kommt die sachliche, hie und da auch wortliche 


Ubereinstimmung in den Einzelheiten. Nur ist die Fassung der Quaestio 
meistens kiirzer. Es sind unter anderem die 7 vorgebrachten Einwande 
auch der Reihenfolge nach sachlich dieselben. Nur das eine oder andere 
Beispiel. 


Firmamentum f. 126vb Quaestio ed. Longpré 51 


2° Sed arguitur sic: Paupertas 
apostolica non est paupertas mathe- 
matica. 

3° sic: Vovens obedientiam vel 
castitatem tenetur essentialiter non 
solum ex condescendentia ad usus 
obedientie et castitatis. Ergo vovens 
paupertatem tenetur ad usus pau- 
pertatis essentialiter. 

f. 127rb: Sed contra. Usus pauper 
in cibo... laxatur in evangelio cum 
dicitur: ‘Edentes et bibentes que 
apud illos sunt...’ 


36 Scholastik 6 (1931) 127 f. 


2° Item. Tunc ista paupertas esset 
paupertas mathematica. 


3° Item. Vovens obedientiam et 
castitatem tenetur ad usum obedien- 
tie et castitatis. Ergo similiter de 
paupertate. 


Ed. 52. Contra. 1. In evangelio et 
Regula fit laxatio in cibo et potu. 
Edentes et bibentes que apud illos 
sunt. 


87 Vgl. die Bemerkung in dem erwahnten Aufsatz iiber Nikolaus von Lyra: 


Arch Franc Hist 46 (1953) 213 f. 
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Auch die Einteilungen stimmen sachlich und zum Teil wértlich iiberein. 


f. 127rb Ad questionem istam tria 
videnda sunt. Primum de altissima 
paupertate in se... An respiciat 
essencialiter pauperem usum... 

Secundo videndum est utrum fra- 
tres minores, qui voverunt huiusmodi 
sanctam paupertatem ex hoc voto 
teneantur essentialiter ad quoslibet 
usus pauperes observandos. 

Tertio videndum est, an fratres 
minores, etsi non ex voto paupertatis, 
tamen ex alio teneantur... 


Editio 52. Respondeo: Primo utrum 
usus sit de essentia voti paupertatis. 


Secundo utrum Minores pauper- 
tatem voventes teneantur ad istum 
usum ex voto. 


Tertio videndum est, si non ex 
voto, quomodo tenentur. 


Aus vielen anderen Stellen seien noch zwei ausgewdhlt, die zugleich zeigen’ 
da8 der Text der Editio nicht eine Abkiirzung durch irgendeinen anderen ist- 
Dafiir ist, wie iiberall ersichtlich, die Ubernahme viel zu frei und abweichend. 


f. 127rb Circa primum consideran- 
dum quod circa eandem materiam 
possunt concurrere diverse virtutes: 
Unde circa rem possessam, quecun- 
que illa sit, quia vel cibus vel indu- 
mentum vel domus, que sunt natura- 
les divitie secundum Aristotelem 
primo Politice vel pecunia vel numis- 
ma, que innaturales, ut ibidem dici- 
tur, concurrent paupertas, tempe- 
rantia, humanitas <l. humilitas>, 
sufficientia. 


f. 128vb An frater minor ad usus 
pauperes teneatur et ad quos usus et 
ex qua vi voti paupertatis. Dicendum 
quod ex vi voti obedientie, quam 
beato Francisco promittit, tenetur 
ad servandum usus pauperes, quos 
in regula beatus Franciscus precep- 
torie vel inhibitorie indicit. Huius- 
modi autem usus sunt. Non uti de- 
nariis vel pecunia, quia dicitur fir- 
miter precipio etcetera et multa alia 
ad usum pauperem pertinentia, que 
forsitan cadunt sub precepto, licet 
hoc determinare ad dominum papam 
pertineat. 


Ed. 52. Circa primum dicendum 
quod circa eandem rem possunt esse 
virtutes diverse secundum Philo- 
sophum 1. Politice. Ergo circa unam 
rem: paupertas, temperantia, humili- 
tas, sufficientia. Paupertas circa di- 
vitias nature, que sunt cibi et potus 
secundum Philosophum 1. Politi- 
corum, et circa divitias fortune, et 
innaturales, que sunt pecunie et nu- 
mismata privat solum dominium. 


Ed. 55. Tertio unde tenetur frater 
Minor ad talem usum? Dico quod 
non ex voto paupertatis, sed ex 
obedientia tenetur ad aliquos usus 
pauperes puta de receptione pecunie 
vel alicuius ibi expressi. Observantia 
etiam tota regulae non cadit sub 
votum, sed solum illa tria et alia 
secundum quod cadunt sub istis tri- 
bus secundum quod declarat nova 
et vetus Declaratio. Vide eam. 


Die angefiihrten Stellen diirften zum Beweis geniigen, daB die Frage 
nicht eine einfache Abkiirzung irgendeines Interessenten ist, sondern 
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eine Neubearbeitung des Autors: iiberall groBe Ahnlichkeit, aber selb- 
standige Formgebung. Wir sehen hieraus, daB die Streitfrage durch 
den Traktat nicht erledigt war, sondern auch nach seinem Erscheinen 
fortlebte. Auch die Zeit 1a8t sich annahernd bestimmen. Im Traktat 
erwartet Petrus, der Papst werde vielleicht bestimmen, was vom Usus 
pauper unter das Geliibde des Gehorsams falle. Der Papst Clemens V. 
hat dies in der Dekretale ‘Exivi de Paradiso’ vom 6. Mai 1312 getan. 
Also liegt der Traktat vor 1312, wahrscheinlich kurz vorher, da eine 
Entscheidung schon erhofft wird. Die Quaestio dagegen ist spateren 
Datums. Denn es wird dort (S. 55) gesagt: Habetur hoc hodie in De- 
claratione nova domini Clementis papae quinti <d. h. in Exivir>. Da die 
Declaratio augenscheinlich etwas Neues ist, so wird sie bald nachher 
gehalten sein. Die Quaestio ist ein schénes Zeugnis fir die Klugheit 
und MaBigung Aureolis. Er schafft eine klare Linie, auf der nichts Un- 
mégliches verlangt wird; dabei aber halt er an einem hohen Armuts- 
ideal, das sich verwirklichen la48t, ohne der Laxheit Vorschub zu leisten, 
unentwegt fest. 
F. PELSTER, S. J. 

Gregorianum, Rome 





HENRICI DE WERLA, O.F.M. 
TRACTATUS DE FORMALITATIBUS 


Textus* 


I Sicut ex multis granis unus panis conficitur, sic ex multis formali- 
tatum dictis hic praesens tractatus conficietur, in quo panis rudi stilo 
studentibus tradetur suavis ad manducandum. Cuius forma talis est, 
nam primo declarabuntur termini et hoc dupliciter: primo im communi 
{[IA; ILA] secundo in speciali [IB; IIB]; tertio ponentur obiectiones et 
earum declarationes {IIT}. 

Quantum ad primum videndum est primo de isto termino distinctio, 
qui communis est ad omnes distinctiones. Et dicitur, quod distinctio 
est relatio transcendens disquiperantiae intrinsecus adveniens. Et no- 
tanter dicitur ibi relatio ad differentiam absoluti, quia omne, quod dici- 
tur ad aliud, est relatio. Distinctio dicitur ad aliud; ergo est relatio. Et 
notanter dicitur ibi transcendens, quia cum transcendens sit omne illud, 
quod circuit omne genus et non habet esse generis determinati et reperi- 
tur in Deo et in creatura. Cum igitur distinctio sit huiusmodi, sequitur 
quod distinctio est transcendens. Minor patet, quia in omni genere 1s 
praedicamentorum est distinctio et sic circuit omne genus inter ens et 
eius passiones; est distinctio et in divinis, ut patet de se. Et notanter 


* Cf. the Introduction in Franciscan Studies 14 (1954) 310—322. 

1-2 formalium] formalitatum Se; formalitatibus Ve 2 tractatus con- 
ficietur] c. tr. StO | conficietur] — Ve | panis suavis] Se | rudi] vidi S# 
3 est] erit St 4et] potest S# 5secundo] primo St | tertio] secundo Va Ve 
7 primo] — St 8 qui] quod O 10 ibi] — St 11 distinctio — relatio?] 
— Se 12 ibi dicitur] d.i.O | quia — transcendens?] — S¢ | sit] sicut S# 
13 omne O fol. rr3vb genus | esse] alicuius + St 14 et in creatura] — Se 
Ve StO 15 est] sit Se 17 eius] ens S# | in divinis] in divinis + Se | 
ut — se] — St 


1 Franciscus de Maironis O. Min., Conflatus in I librum Sententiarum 
d. 8. q. 1 (Ed. M. Hibernia, Venetiis, ap. L. de Giunta, 1519, 43b): “Hic sunt 
quattuor videnda: Primum, quid est distinctio; secundo, quot modis capitur 
distinctio; tertio, quomodo investigari potest distinctio; quarto, utrum in 
divinis sit distinctio”’. 
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dicitur intrinsecus adveniens, quia relatio intrinsecus adveniens est 
illa, quae positis extremis necessario consurgit. Unde posita ratione 
formali hominis et asini, in quacumque distantia imsurgit distinctio. 20 
Et notanter dicitur disquiperantiae, quia inter illa quae sunt idem 
nunquam insurgit nisi identitas. Ergo oportet, quod sit alterius et 
alterius rationis, si distinctio debet eis inesse*. 

Distinctio divitur tanquam commune quoddam. 

Omnis distinctio aut est rationis aut ex natura rei. Si est rationis, 25 
hoc est dupliciter: aut obiective aut subiective. Si ex natura rei, hoc 
est dupliciter: aut est modalis aut est formalis. Si est modalis, hoc est 
dupliciter: aut est realis aut non realis. Si quidditiva, hoc est dupli- 
citer: aut formalis aut essentialis. Ista distinctio sic patet, quoniam 
sicut quodlibet ens aut est rationis aut ex natura rei. Si rationis, 30 
hoc est dupliciter: aut obiective aut subiective. Si est ex natura 
rei, hoc est dupliciter: aut ex natura rei simpliciter aut est reale 
simpliciter. Si est ex natura rei simpliciter, et hoc est dupliciter-: 
aut est in esse essentiae aut in esse existentiae. Si in esse essentiae, 
sic est res sive realitas. Si in esse existentiae, sic est rei et non 35 
tealitas. Et potest esse dupliciter: vel est essentia vel est quidditas. 
Et hoc tantum de definitione distinctionis in generali et de divisione 
in speciali. 

Nunc convenienter dicendum est de omnibus distinctionibus in specials. 
Primo videndum est, quid sit distinctio rationis, quia dictum est, quod 40 
duplex est distinctio rationis, scl. obiective et subiective. 
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consurgit Se | sit] sint Ve St 23 eis inesse] i. e. O | imesse] esse Se; 
praeesse St 25 Omnis] enim + Se | distinctio Va fol. 137rb aut | 
rei] etc. + Va 26subiective. Ve fol. rrgrbSi 27 dupliciter] duplex Se | 
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tum, infinitum ; ens: in anima, extra animam; ens: absolutum, respectivum ; ens: 
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ens: actus, potentia; ens: simplex, compositum; ens: necessarium, contingens; 


2 Cf. Ib. a. 1. concl. 1—4 (43b) sec. sensum. 
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Primo videbitur, quid sit ens rationis; secundo, quid sit distinctio 
vationis. Dico, quod ens rationis sumitur dupliciter, scl. proprie et com- 
muniter. Ens rationis proprie sumptum est omne illud, quod habet esse 
solum per intellectum et secluso omni operatione intellectus nullum 45 
habet esse, sicut est creatio activa et passiva, quae dicit solum rationem 
sive ens rationis. Et sic est quaelibet alia ratio solum ab intellectu 
fabricata® sicut relatio, qua refertur Deus ad creaturas. Ens vero rationis 
communiter sumptum est ens quodlibet, quod habet esse cognitum ab 
intellectu, et seclusa quacumque operatione intellectus dicitur ens ex 50 
natura rei; v. g. sicut universalia in esse cognito sive obiectivo. Item 
est notandum, quod ens rationis tripliciter sumitur: primo pro omni 
illo, quod non habet esse nisi per intellectum sive per operationem in- 
tellectus, ut dictum est; secundo accipitur ens rationis pro omni illo, 
quod habet esse per intellectum sive per fabricationem intellectus, cui 55 
nihil correspondet ad extra, nec secundum se totum nec secundum ali- 
quam partem sui, sicut sunt entia fictitia, quibus nullum significatum 
ad extra correspondet nec correspondere potest, sicut quod totus mun- 
dus sit una formica per imaginationem; tertio modo sumitur ens rationis 
pro omni ente fabricato ab intellectu, cui nihil correspondet ad extra 60 
secundum se totum nec correspondere est possibile; potest tamen sibi 


aliquid correspondere ad extra secundum partem ; exemplum de chimaera, 
cui nullum significatum secundum suum esse totale correspondet ad 


ens: dependens, independens; ens: positivum, privativum; ens: quantitati- 
vum, non quantitativum 
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8 Cf. ib. a. 3 (44b): “intelligendo distinctionem ex natura rei non ab anima”. 
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extra imaginando, quod chimaera sit ens compositum ex capite draconis 
et tibiis scorpionis et ex cauda simii et stercore anglici et tintinabulo 6s 
tauri et oculis scrapulatis et sparso ore etc., licet enim sibi nihil corre- 
spondet ad extra secundum totale suum esse; partes tamen sui habent 
significatum ad extra secundum totale suum esse; patet, quia sunt 
termini significativi per se. Ex quo sequitur correlative, quod aliquod 
est ens, cui repugnat simpliciter esse ad extra, cui tamen multa significa- 70 
tiva correspondent. 

b Viso quid sit ens rationis, videndum nunc est, quid sit distinctio ra- 
tionis. Et dico, quod distinctio rationis est relatio rationis transcendens 
disquiperantiae et intrinsecus adveniens, cuius extrema sunt entia 
rationis. Et dicitur transcendens, quia in Deo reperitur, saltem obiective, 75 
licet non subiective. E. g. sicut: Socrates est Socrates; inter subiectum 
et praedicatum huius propositionis nulla potest esse distinctio ex natura 
rei, cum a seipso non dividatur; ergo, si est aliqua distinctio ibi, non 
potest esse nisi rationis. Consequentia patet per hoc, quia solus intellec- 
tus est ille, qui potest fabricare talem distinctionem. Item, notandum s0 
est, quod adhuc ens rationis sumitur dupliciter: quoddam est solum 
creatum ab intellectu et quoddam dicitur derelictum ab intellectu. 
Primum dicitur ens rationis purum, et tale nullo modo reperitur in Deo, 
quia nullum accidens potest reperiri in Deo. Quodlibet autem tale ens 
est accidens; ergo etc. Praeterea, nullum ens diminutum ponitur in Deo; 85 
quodlibet autem tale ens est rationis et est ens diminutum; ergo etc. 
Secundo accipiendo ens rationis pro ente derelicto ab ipso intellectu, 
potest reperiri in Deo, sicut patet in determinatione voluntatis divinae 
respectu contingentium. Et hoc tantum de ente rationis. 

2 Nunc videndum est de ente ex natura rei. Et dico, quod ens ex natura 90 
rei est omne illud, quod habet esse seclusa quacumque operatione in- 
tellectus nostri, sive illud sit in actu, sive in potentia, sive sit totum, 
sive sit pars; sive absolutum, sive respectivum; exemplum primi ut 
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Socrates vel Plato; exemplum secundi, scl. in potentia, ut Antichristus; 
exemplum tertii et quarti, ut de toto et eius partibus; exemplum quinti 95 
et sexti, ut de ente et eius passionibus. 


Hoc viso dico, quod distinctio ex natura rei est relatio transcendens 
disquiperantiae intrinsecus adveniens, cuius extrema sunt duo entia ex 
natura rei; exemplum de toto et eius partibus, nam seclusa quacumque 
operatione intellectus ita est, quod totum constituitur ex partibus et 100 
pars non constituitur ex partibus, ergo totum et pars distinguuntur ex 
natura rei. Similiter subiectum et passio eius, omnis enim passio pullulat 
ex natura rei a suo subiecto, nullum autem subiectum pullulat a sua 
passione; ergo etc. Similiter est de fundamento et relatione dicendum. 


Sed contra ista arguitur primo, quia habitus dicuntur esse ex natura 105 
rei, cum sint accidentia, et tamen non habent esse praeter operationem 
intellectus et distinctio eorum est ex natura rei. 

Secundo omnis relatio voluntatis, sicut est obligatio, est ex natura 
rei, et tamen non habet esse praeter operationem intellectus; ergo etc. 

Tertio ideae sunt ex natura rei in mente divina, sed non habent esse 110 
praeter operationem intellectus divini. 


Ad primum dico, quod habitus non sunt effective ab intellectu, sed 


generantur ex actibus, et sic sunt ex natura rei, sed habent esse per 
operationem intellectus praecedentem et originantem. 

Ad secundum dico, quod relatio voluntatis non habet esse ex natura 115 
rei, sed habet esse per operationem intellectus praecedentem et originan- 
tem. 


Ad tertium dico, quod ideae sunt idem quod Deus ex natura rei nec 
sunt causatae ab intellectu divino, sed sunt coaeternae ipsi intellectui. 

Si vero accipiatur ens rationis largo modo, sic non est inconveniens, 120 
quod sint entia rationis, non quidem fabricata ab intellectu, sed obiec- 
tive intellecta. 

Sed restat dubitatio, quia tunc videretur, quod nulla intentio et nul- 
lum dicere et nullum verbum esset ex natura rei. Dicitur, quod largo 
modo sunt entia rationis. 125 
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Secunda difficultas est, si omnia artificialia, violentia, fortuita habent 

esse ex natura rei. Dicitur, quod sic, cum non sint entia rationis, quia 
tunc domus et archa erunt entia rationis, cum sint artificialia. 

3 Nunc videndum est, quid sit distinctio modalis seu modi intrinseci. 

a Et primo videndum est, quid sit modus intrinsecus. Et dicitur, quod 130 
modus intrinsecus est ille, qui adveniens alicui non variat rationem 
formalem eius*, hoc est, quia de se nullam dicit rationem formalem, sed 
ex opposito distinguitur a quidditate et ultima ratione praecisa. Unum 
non includit aliud, quod non variat rationem formalem. Probatur sic: 
Nullum posterius variat rationem sui prioris; sed quilibet modus in- 135 
trinsecus est posterior quidditate; ergo non variat rationem formalem 
eius. Quod autem nulla quidditas includatur in modo intrinseco, pro- 
batur sic, quia tunc sequitur, quod albedo intensa et albedo remissa 
distinguerentur formaliter et quidditive. Consequens est falsum; ergo 
etc. Consequentia probatur, quia albedo intensa et remissa distinguuntur 140 
secundum modos, scl. intensionis et remissionis; sed si modi includunt 
quidditatem, sequitur, quod quidditive distinguuntur. 

b Sed contra hoc arguitur: Primo, quia relatio adveniens fundamento 
non variat rationem fundamenti, et tamen relatio non est modus in- 
trinsecus, cum sit quidditas®. Secundo accidens non variat rationem 145 
formalem subiecti, et tamen accidens non est modus intrinsecus®. 
Tertio arguitur sic: Quaecumque habent definitionem et sunt definibilia, 
illa distinguuntur quidditive et habent quidditatem; sed modi in- 
trinseci habent definitionem et definiuntur; ergo habent quidditatem; 
patet, quia definitio explicat quidditatem rei; sed modi intrinseci ha- 150 
bent definitionem et definiuntur. Ergo habent quidditatem. Quarto: 
Quaecumque habent praedicata primi modi, habent quidditatem; sed 
modi intrinseci habent praedicata primi modi. Maior nota, minor pro- 
batur, quia hoc est per se primi modi, finitas est quidditas, infinitas est 
quidditas, realitas est entitas; ergo etc. Quinto arguitur sic: Omne illud, 155 
quod suscipit interrogationem factam per quid, dicit quidditatem; sed 

128 erunt] essent Se Ve 129 modi intrinseci] modus intrinse- 
cus Se 133 ratione praecisa] praecisione Ve; id est ratione + Se 
134 aliud] reliquum Se 136 rationem] formalem + Se 137 modo Ve 
fol. rr5rb intrinseco 148 distinguuntur] differunt Se; debent Ve 148-151 
sed — quidditatem!] — Se 148-149 sed — quidditatem?] — Va 154- 
155 quidditas!»*] quantitas Se Ve 156 quid, Se fol. 256ra dicit 


4 Ib. q. 5 concl. (49a): ‘modus intrinsecus est, qui adveniens alicui non 
variat rationem formalem eius vel recedens ab eo non variatur ratio’’. 

5 Cf. ib. (49a). 

6 Ib.: “‘accidens adveniens substantiae non variat rationem formalem eius, 
et tamen non dicitur esse modus intrinsecus substantiae’’. 





418 S. CLASEN 


modi intrinseci sunt huiusmodi; ergo etc. Maior patet, minor probatur, 
nam ad interrogationem factam per quid est finitas, convenienter re- 
spondetur, quod est quantitas virtutis; ergo etc. Sexto arguitur: Quan- 
documque aliquid potest determinari ab aliquo ut passio eius, illud 160 
dicit quidditatem et habet quidditatem. Sed de modis intrinsecis pos- 
sunt demonstrari multae passiones, sicut de realitate et contingentia 
possunt demonstrari, quod sunt corruptibiles, et de aeternitate et de 
necessitate, quod abstrahunt de demonstratione; ergo videtur, quod 
habeant quidditatem. 

ce Ad primum dicitur, quod relatio variat rationem formalem, nam si 
non variaret rationem formalem, Pater non distingueretur formaliter 
a Filio. Licet ergo non variaret rationem formalem illius, cui advenit, 
variat tamen rationem formalem totius constituti’. 

Ad secundum dicitur, quod accidens variat rationem formalem totius 170 
constituti, nam homo albus distinguitur realiter ab homine nigro, non 
tamen simpliciter, sed secundum quid®. 

Ad tertium dico, quod nullus modus intrinsecus habet definitionem, licet 
habeat notificationem, per quam posset notificari, et licet notificetur 
per aliqua priora, non tamen notificatur per aliqua quidditiva, quae 175 
sunt de quidditate eius. 

Ad quartum dicitur, quod modus non habet praedicamenta primi 
modi sicut nec primo diversa aliquod commune, in quo conveniunt 
quidditive, licet habeant praedicamenta multa, in quibus conveniunt 
denominative. Unde licet quantitas virtutis sit conceptus quidditivus 180 
de se, non tamen includit quidditive finitatem et infinitatem. 

Ad quintum dico, quod suscipiunt interrogationem factam per quid 
non propter conceptus quidditivos, quos includunt, sed propter con- 
ceptus denominativos, qui sunt eis communes. Unde si quaeratur, quid 
est Deus, convenienter respondetur, quod est ens, et tamen non in- 185 
cluditur ens quidditive in Deo. 

Ad sextum dico, quod non oportet, quod semper fiat demonstratio 
per quidditatem, sed sufficit, quod fiat per passiones; potest enim una 


165 
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7 Cf. ib. (49b). 8 Cf. ib. 
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passio demonstrari per aliam sicut dicendo: Omne corruptibile est 
contingens; omne finitum est corruptibile; ergo omne finitum est con- 190 
tingens. 

Sed hic oritur difficultas, quia quilibet modus aut est substantia aut 
accidens, et quilibet istorum est quidditas; ergo quilibet modus dicit 
quidditatem. — Dicitur, quod quilibet modus est reducibilis ad illud 
idem genus, cuius est sua quidditas, et sic quilibet modus vel est sub- 195 
stantia vel accidens vel quantitas. Et sic de aliis, licet non per se, sed 
reductive solum. 

Secunda difficultas: Omne intrinsecum dicitur esse quidditivum; sed 
modus est intrinsecus; ergo est quidditivus. — Dicitur, quod modus est 
intrinsecus, non quod sit de intrinseca ratione quidditatis, sed quia 200 
semper sequitur quidditatem, cuius es modus, nec est sibi formaliter 
intrinsecum. 

Ex hoc sequitur correlative, quod omnis distinctio aut est formalis 
aut est modalis, et intelligas de distinctione ex natura rei. Patet illa 
conclusio, quia omne quod est, aut est quidditas aut est modus quiddi- 205 
tatis, etc. 

d Viso quid sit modus intrinsecus, videndum est, quot sunt maneries 
modorum. Pro cuius declaratione sciendum, quod ens quadrupliciter 
dividitur: primo per differentias, quarum una est positiva et altera 
privativa, sicut cum dividitur per unum et multa, per creatum et in- 210 
creatum. Aliquando per differentias dividitur, quarum utraque est 
positiva, sicut quando dividitur per absolutum et respectivum. Ali- 
quando dividitur per differentias, quarum una est quidditiva et altera 
non est quidditiva, sicut quando dividitur per substantiam et accidens; 
licet enim accidens sit commune ad novem praedicamenta, est tamen 215 
posterius substantia. Aliquando dividitur per differentias, quarum 
neutra est quidditiva, sicut quando dividitur per finitum et infinitum, 
quae non variant rationem formalem, et hoc quadrupliciter: primo per 
finitum et infinitum; secundo per contingens et necessarium; tertio per 
actum et potentiam ; quarto per ens reale et rationis. Ista autem vocatur 220 
distinctio modalis ipsius entis; secunda autem vocatur distinctio quiddi- 
tiva. 
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e Istis visis dico, quod distinctio modalis® est relatio disquiperantiae 
intrinsecus adveniens, cuius extrema sunt modi vel modus et quidditas. 
Notanter dico: modus et quidditas, quia distinctio modalis aliquando est 225 
inter modum et modum et aliquando inter modum et quidditatem. Si sit 
inter modum et modum, hoc est dupliciter: aut est inter modum et modum 
eiusdem rationis, ut inter finitatem Socratis et inter finitatem Platonis; 
aut inter modum et modum alterius rationis, ut inter finitatem crea- 
turae et finitatem Dei. Si est inter modum et quidditatem, hoc dupliciter ; 230 
aut inter modum et quidditatem eius, ut inter infinitatem Dei et essen- 
tiam et finitatem creaturae et essentiam eius; aut inter modum et 
quidditatem non suam, ut inter finitatem et divinam essentiam. 

Consequenter sciendum est, quod distinctio, qua distinguitur modus 
a sua quidditate est minor distinctione, qua distinguitur modus a 235 
quidditate non sua. Patet, quia modus et sua quidditas sunt magis 
unita. Item, maior est distinctio modorum oppositorum quam modorum 
eiusdem rationis. Patet hoc, quia magis distinguuntur finitum et infini- 
tum, finitas et infinitas quam realitas et actualitas. Ex hoc sequitur 
correlative, quod una distinctio modalis est alia maior. 240 

Sed restat adhuc una difficultas, quia cum omne illud, quod est per 
se cognoscibile ab intellectu, dicatur esse quidditas, et modus sit per 
se cognoscibilis ab intellectu, cum non conceditur, quod modus sit 
quidditas. 

Dicitur, quod non est per se cognoscibilis ab intellectu, sed sola quiddi- 245 
tate est cognoscibilis per se ab intellectu et potest per se terminare ac- 
tum intelligendi. Modus autem non est cognoscibilis nec potest termi- 
nare actum intelligendi primo, licet secundario. 

4  Videndum est de distinctione reali. 

a Et primo, quid sit realitas. Et dico, quod realitas est modus intrinsecus 250 
formalitatis actualis, ut actualis, licet sit passio entis in actu. Et dico 
formaliter actualis et quia formalitates seu quidditates in esse obiectivo 
sive in potentia obiectiva non sunt realitates, licet sint ex natura rei. 


228 inter finitatem!] — Se Ve | finitatem*] infinitatem Se; aeternitatem Ve 
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® Ib. q. 1. a. 2 (43c): “‘Quarta est distinctio quidditatis et quidditatis, sed 

uidditatis et modi intrinseci, sicut est inter quidditatem hominis et eius 
finitatem et quidditatem albedinis et eius remissionem et intensionem”’. 
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Ex quo sequitur correlative, quod non omne, quod est extra animam, 
est realitas. Sequitur secundario, quod realitas non est passio adaequata 255 
enti. Primum patet, quia quidditates sunt ex natura rei, tamen non 
sunt realitates in potentia obiectiva. Secundum patet, quia ens vere 
praedicatur de entibus in potentia, tamen de ipsis non praedicatur 
realitas. Unde sciendum est, quod aliqui modi sequuntur ipsum ens 
secundum totam suam latitudinem, hoc est tam in actu quam in po- 260 
tentia, sicut finitas. De quolibet enim ente, quod non est Deus, sive 
sit in actu sive sit in potentia, est verum dicere, quod est finitum; et 
sic finitum et infinitum distinctive sumptum evacuant totam latitudi- 
nem entis. Aliqui autem sunt modi, qui non consequuntur ipsum ens 
secundum totam suam latitudinem, sed tantum in esse actuali. Cuius- 265 
modi sunt isti quattuor, videlicet actualitas, realitas et existentia et 
etiam quidditas, et contingens etiam, quia potest stare tanquam eius 
modus. 

b Etiam sciendum, quod res possunt sumi quadrupliciter: primo modo 
pro omni illo, quod est extra nihil, sive illud sit ens ex natura rei sive 270 
rationis; secundo modo potest sumi res pro omni illo, quod habet esse 
verum, sive in anima sive extra animam; tertio modo potest sumi res 
prout est passio entis, et sic omnia entia tam in actu quam in potentia 
dicuntur esse res; et sic entia rationis non dicuntur esse res, nisi sint 
entia rationis obiective; quarto modo sumitur res proprie pro ommi 275 
illo, quod habet esse actuale firmum et ratum, et sic est passio entis in 
actu. 


« Sed contra arguitur sic: primo omne, quod est extra animam, videtur 
esse reale!®; sed quidditates in potentia obiectiva sunt extra animam; 
ergo videntur esse reale. 2380 

Secundo quia rationalitas est modus intrinsecus entis rationis; sed 
modi intrinseci sunt ex natura rei et sunt res; ergo. 


6 Ad primum dicitur, quod quidditates sunt res in potentia obiectiva 
et omne, quod est extra animam, est res, licet non quidditive et quarto 
modo sumendo. 285 


255-256 adaequataentijentisadaequataSe 258nonjvere + Ve 26o0suam 
Va fol. r39vb latitudinem 267 quidditas] aliqualitas Ve | contingens] 
contingentia Ve 269 possunt sumi] capitur Se; potestsumi Ve 271 habet 
Ve fol. rr6va_ esse 272 sive®] sit + Ve 279 reale; Se fol. 256vb sed 
280 reale] realitates Se; realitas Ve 285 sumendo] res + Ve 


10 [b.: ‘Secunda est realis eo modo, quo est distinctio inter patrem et filium. 
Unde distinctio realis est illa, quae est inter rem et rem”’. 
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Ad secundum dicitur, quod rationalitas est modus intrinsecus entis 
rationis ex natura rei; non tamen est res quarto modo sumendo. 

ec Viso, quid est realitas, videndum est, quid est distinctio realis. Et 
dico, quod distinctio realis est relatio transcendens disquiperantiae 
intrinsecus adveniens, cuius extrema sunt duae realitates positivae. 290 
Et notanter dico positivae, quia multa sunt, quae sunt realitates deno- 
minativae. Ex quo sequitur correlative, quod non omnis distinctio ex 
natura rei est realis. Patet hoc, quia non omne, quod est ex natura rei, 
est res quidditive!. 

Sequitur secundo, quod non omne, quod est extra animam, est res. 295 
Patet hoc, quia multa sunt ex natura rei, quae proprie non sunt res 
quidditive™. 

« Sed contra haec arguitur: Realitas dicitur passio entis extra animam; 
ergo distinctio realis est passio entis extra animam, et per consequens, 
quodlibet extra animam per distinctionem distinguitur realiter; sed 300 
distinctio modalis est extra animam; ergo distinctio modalis est realitas. 

Secundo sic: Distinctio realis est passio entis extra animam; sed 
omnis distinctio ex natura rei est distinctio extra animam; ergo distinctio 
ex natura rei est realis. 


68 Ad primum dicitur, quod distinctio realis est distinctio modalis, quia 305 


sicut dictum est superius realitas est modus entis in actu. Non tamen 
sequitur ex hoc, quod omnis distinctio modalis sit realis, nisi sit entis in 
actu. 

Ad secundum dicitur, quod distinctio realis est passio entis extra 
animam, et quia non omne, quod est extra animam, est quidditive 310 
tes sive realitas, hinc est, quod non omnis distinctio ex natura rei est 
distinctio realis. 

Sed restat difficultas, si distinctio realis potest esse distinctio formalis 
et econverso!*, — Dicitur, quod sicut accidit quidditati, quod sit res, 
ita accidit distinctioni formali, quod sit distinctio realis. Et sicut reali- 315 


287 sumendo] rem + Se 289 transcendens Va fol. r39va disquiperan- 
tiae 295-297 Sequitur quidditive] — Ve 296 proprie] secundum se Se 
300 distinguitur] dividitur Se; —Ve 302 Distinctio Ve fol. rr6vb realis | 
realis}] modalis Ve 302-303 sed — distinctio] er per consequens quodlibet 
Ve | distinctio] per distinctionem Ve 304 est] erit Ve; distinctio + Se Ve 
306 dictum est] patuit Se Ve 313 restat] remanet Ve 314 econverso] 
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11 Tb. q. 5. conc]. (50a): “Et quando dicitur, quod omne, quod est extra 
animam, est reale, dico, quod falsum est, nam quidditates in potentia obiectiva 
sunt extra animam et non sunt fabricatae ab anima’’. 

12 Tb. 18 Tb. (50d). 
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tati accidit, quod sit formalitas, ita accidit distinctioni reali, quod sit 
distinctio formalis, nam Socrates et Plato distinguuntur realiter, et 
tamen non distinguuntur formaliter. 

5 Nunc restat videndum de distinctione formali, et quid sit primo 
formalitas; secundo quid sit distinctio formalis. Et quia omnis formalitas 320 
est quidditas, videndum est primo, quid est guidditas. 

a Et dico, quod quidditas est omne illud, quod est intelligibile ab in- 
tellectu per se primo. Et notanter dico per se primo, quia modi intrinseci, 
licet sint cognoscibiles ab intellectu, non tamen per se nec primo, quia 
non intelliguntur nisi mediante quidditate. 325 

« Sed contra hoc arguitur tripliciter: Primo quia relatio dicit quiddi- 
tatem, et tamen non potest per se intelligi ab intellectu; ergo. Minor 
probatur, quia relatio non potest intelligi sine termino. 

Secundo arguitur sic: Modus intrinsecus potest intelligi per se et primo 
ab intellectu; ergo est quidditas. Assumptum probatur, quia quidditas 330 
per se intelligitur a mathematico. 

Tertio haecceitates possunt intelligi ab intellectu, et tamen haec- 
ceitates non sunt quidditates. 

6 Ad primum dico, quod relatio est quidditas et potest per se intelligi 
ab intellectu sine termino, licet tamen terminus cointelligatur semper. 335 

Ad secundum dico, quod duplex est quidditas, scl. molis et virtutis. 
Prima potest per se concipi ab intellectu, cum sit quidditas, secunda 
vero non. 

Ad tertium dico, quod haecceitates non sunt per se intelligibiles ab 
intellectu et per se primo, sed semper eius conceptio seu intellectio 340 
terminatur ad naturam primam. 

Sed hic est una difficultas, quia quidditas est obiectum adaequatum 
intellectus; ergo videtur, quod nihil potest concipi ab intellectu, nisi 
sit quidditas; sed modi intrinseci non sunt quidditates; ergo non po- 
terunt concipi ab intellectu, quod est falsum. 345 

Ad hoc dicitur, quod, licet quidditas sit obiectum intellectus, tamen 
multa alia quae non dicunt quidditatem de se possunt concipi ab in- 
tellectu. 

b Viso quid est quidditas, videndum est, quid est formalitas. Et dico, 
quod formalitas est quidditas uniuscuiusque rei habentis quidditatem 350 


319 Nunc] Item nunc Ve | restat videndum] videndum est Ve | videndum 
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—Va Se 324 sint] intelligibiles et + Se 326 tripliciter] multipliciter 
Se; —Ve 328 termino. Ve fol. rr7va_ = 331 mathematico] metaphysico Se 
336 molis] moris Ve 341 primam] id est speciem + Se 





424 S. CLASEN 


definibilem sive non definibilem™. Et notanter dico, quod est quidditas 
ad differentiam modorum et privationum, quae nullam dicunt quiddi- 
tatem. Et notanter dico definibilem sive non definibilem propter sim- 
pliciter simplicia’® et propter divinam essentiam, quae nullam habent 
definitionem, sicut patet de ente et suis transcendentibus passionibus, 
quae, licet dicant quidditatem, non tamen sunt definibiles. 

« Sed contra hoc arguitur dupliciter: Omnis ratio definitiva quidditiva 
videtur converti cum quidditate; ergo, si formalitas est quidditas, 
formalitas definitio quidditiva!*, 

Secundo sic: Omnis passio distinguitur formaliter a suo subiecto; 36a 
sed multae sunt passiones modales, sicut est finitas et infinitas, quae 
possunt demonstrari de suis subiectis, sicut est; ergo formaliter distin- 
guuntur ab eis. 

8 Ad primum dicitur, quod, licet omnis definitio quidditiva sit quidditas, 
tamen non omnis quidditas est definitio quidditiva; patet de quidditate 3¢ 
entis et suarum passionum. 

Ad secundum dico, quod non omnis passio distinguitur formaliter a 
suo subiecto. Et dico, quod quaedam sunt passiones formales, quaedam 
vero modales. Passiones formales distinguuntur formaliter a suis subiec- 
tis, sicut risibilitas ab homine; passiones vero modales non distinguuntur 370 
formaliter a suis subiectis, cuiusmodi sunt finitas et infinitas. 

ce Viso quid sit formalitas, videndum est, quid sit forma et quid formale. 
Et dico, quod forma est perfectio, quae est apta nata dependere ab 
aliquo in genere causae materialis. Et notanter dico dependere ab aliquo 
in genere causae materialis propter ipsam materiam primam, quae a 375 
nullo dependet in genere causae materialis. Ex quo sequitur correlative, 
quod illa opinio, quae dicit, quod forma est aptius cuiuslibet rei actuantis, 
est falsa; patet, nam compositum est actualius sua forma, et tamen non 
est forma. 


353 Et Va fol. rgova notanter 357 dupliciter] et Se 358 quiddi- 
tate; Ve fol. rr7rb ergo 360 suo Se fol. 257vb subiecto 361 sicut 
est] — Ve 366 suarum passionum] suis passionibus Ve 370-371 sicut 
— subiectis] — Va 371 cuiusmodi] sicut Se 373 apta] acta Ve 
374-376 Et — materialis?] — Se 377 aptius] actus Se Ve | actuantis] 
actualitate Va 


14 Ib.: “Dico ergo, quod formalitas est quidditas uniuscuiusque habentis 
quidditatem sive definibilem sive non’. 

15 Ib.: “Primo, quia praedicamenta non sunt definibilia, quia simpliciter 
simplicia, et tamen habent formalitates, per quas formaliter distinguuntur; 
secundo, quia ratio entis et ratio deitatis ponuntur formalitates, et tamen 
non possunt definiri”’. 

16 Tb. (48d): “dicunt alii, quod formalitates sunt rationes definitivae’’. 
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Sequitur secundo, quod opinio, quae dicit, quod forma est actus 380 
perficiens quodcumque perfectibile, est falsa; patet hoc, quia in divina 
essentia sunt multae perfectiones, et tamen ipsam non perficiunt. 

Ex hoc apparet, quae sit differentia inter formam et formalitatem, 
nam forma distinguitur realiter ab eo, cuius est forma; formalitas vero 
non distinguitur realiter ab eo, cuius est formalitas. Primum patet, quia 385 
omne, quod dependet ab aliquo in genere causae materialis tanquam 
effectus, distinguitur realiter a sua causa, et sic est de forma, ergo etc. 

Secunda differentia est, quod forma potest corrumpi remanente eo, 
cuius est forma, quod in essentialiter ordinatis realiter distinctis prius 
potest esse sine posteriori; sed sic est de forma; ergo. Formalitas vero 390 
non; ergo. 

Ex quo sequitur, quod male intellexerunt Thomistae et eorum se- 
quaces, qui posuerunt formalitatem sumi a forma’’, nam sicut patuit 
superius, duplici differentia differunt. 

«a Sed contra hoc potest argui dupliciter: Primo quia anima intellectiva 395 
dicitur esse forma, et tamen nullo modo dicitur dependere ab aliquo in 
genere causae materialis; secundo divina essentia dicitur esse forma, 
et tamen nullo modo dicitur dependere ab aliquo. 


8 Ad primum dicitur, quod forma sumitur duobus modis, scl. proprie 
et aequivoce; anima vero intellectiva dicitur forma aequivoce, non 400 
tamen proprie. 

Ad secundum dico, quod divina essentia proprie dicitur esse forma, 
sed quia formae magis convenit esse actum quam potentiam, ideo 
propter suam summam actualitatem essentia divina dicitur esse forma. 
Dico, quod forma est perfectio, quae est apta nata dependere ab aliquo 40s 
in genere causae materialis, quae quidem dependentia dicitur inhaerentia. 


d Quid autem sit formale videndum est. Pro cuius declaratione sciendum, 
quod formaliter dicitur quattuor modis: Primo modo dicitur formaliter, 


380 actus} aptus Va 381 perfectibile] perfectione Se 382 tamen 
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17 Tb. (48c): “Sicut ie quod formalitas dicitur a forma sicut materialitas 
a materia... Ista est nimis grossa et asininis imaginatio 
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ut distinguitur contra realiter'*; et isto modo dicimus, quod divina 
essentia dicitur realiter proprietates divinae, licet non formaliter. Se- 410 
cundo modo dicitur formaliter, ut distinguitur contra omne illud, quod 
non est de quidditate alicuius, et isto modo dicimus quod, licet divina 
essentia sit intrinsece infinita, non tamen est formaliter infinita. Tertio 
modo dicitur formaliter, ut distinguitur contra virtualiter, et illo modo 
dicimus, quod sol est formaliter lucidus et virtualiter calidus, licet non 415 
formaliter. Quarto modo sumitur formaliter, ut distinguitur contra 
materialiter, et illo modo dicimus, quod homo est formaliter rationalis, 
materialiter corporeus. 

Insuper est notandum, quod formalitates sunt in quintuplici diffe- 
rentia: Primo sunt formalitates, quae se habent sicut individua et 420 
dicuntur individuales formalitates, quia denominative non plurificabiles 
sicut est Deitas, quia de se non est plurificabilis et est summa et per- 
fectissima formalitas. Secundo sunt formalitates, quae se habent sicut 
species specialissimae, sicut humanitas et asineitas. Tertio sunt quaedam 
formalitates subalternae, sicut est corpus vel corporeitas vel animalitas. 425 
Quarto quaedam sunt formalitates generalissimae, sicut sunt quidditates 
decem praedicamentorum. Quaedam sunt formalitates transcendentes, 
sicut est quidditas entis et suarum passionum. Etiam est notandum, 
quod in formalitatibus transcendentibus adhuc est ordo, quoniam 
quaedam sunt communiores ente, sicut sunt rationes perfectionis 430 
simpliciter et simpliciter simplicis, nam illa dicuntur de ente et eius 
passionibus, et sic sunt communiores ipso. Quaedam sunt aequales 
ipsi enti sicut formalitates passionum eius. Aliae sunt minus communes, 
sicut sunt prima dividentia ipsum ens formaliter, ut puta absolutum 
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18 Tb. (50c) sec. sensum. 
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et respectivum. Et sic patet, quid sit formale et quot modis sumatur 435 
formalitas. 

e Videndum est modo, quid sit distinctio formalis'®. Et dico, quod 
distinctio formalis est relatio transcendens disquiperantiae intrinsecus 
adveniens, cuius extrema sunt duae formalitates sive definibiles sive 
non definibiles. Et notanter dico transcendens propter transcendentia, 440 
quae formaliter distinguuntur, licet non omnia, etiam propter divina, 
in quibus reperitur distinctio formalis. Et dico disquiperantiae propter 
illa, quae sunt eiusdem rationis, inter quae non potest esse distinctio 
formalis. Et dico intrinsecus adveniens, quia positis duabus formalitati- 
bus quantumcumque ab invicem distantibus, semper imsurgit formalis 445 
distinctio inter illas formalitates alterius et alterius rationis positas. 
Et notanter dico definibiles sive non definibiles propter formalitates 
simpliciter simplices, quia, licet non possint definiri, non tollitur tamen, 
quin possint formaliter distingui, si sint alterius et alterius rationis, 
sicut est Deitas et entitas, quae formaliter distinguuntur, licet non 450 
possunt definiri. 

Est tamen advertendum diligenter, quod quaedam sunt, quae distin- 
guuntur formaliter et non realiter, sicut homo et asinus in potentia 
obiectiva, sapientia et essentia in divinis®®, veritas et entitas in trans- 
cendentibus, genus et differentia, intellectus et voluntas in creaturis 455 
et angelis. Secundo vero sunt quaedam, quae distinguuntur realiter 
et non formaliter, sicut duo individua realiter eiusdem speciei, ut So- 
crates et Plato. Quaedam vero sunt, quae distinguuntur realiter et 
formaliter, sicut duo individua diversarum specierum, ut puta hic homo 
et hic asinus; ista enim duo individua realiter et formaliter distinguuntur 460 
ab invicem. Quaedam vero sunt, quae nec realiter nec formaliter dis- 
tinguuntur, sicut existentia et haecceitas; sunt enim una res et duo 
modi, quibus non convenit formalis distinctio. Ex quo patet evidenter, 
quod inter distinctiones non est ordo essentialis, sed ordo quidam 
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19 Tb. q. I. a. 2. (43c): “Tertio est formalis, et ista est inter quidditatem 
et quidditatem ; sic dicimus, quod homo et asinus in potentia obiectiva distin- 


untur’’. 
ene Cf. ib. q: 5 (48b). 
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accidentalis". Et si dicatur, quod maior distinctio includit minorem 465 
et non econverso per commune dictum formalium, quod pro tanto 
distinctio maior includit minorem, quia illa quae pluribus distinguitur, 
est maior distinctione illa, quae paucioribus distinguitur, v. g. sicut 
aliqua distinguuntur formaliter et realiter et essentialiter, pluribus 
inter se distinguuntur quam illa, quae solum formaliter vel solum 470 
realiter”*. 

6 Nunc videndum est de distinctione essentiali, et primo quid est essen- 
tia; deinde, quid est distinctio essentialis. 

a Quantum ad primum dico, quod essentia est ratio transcendens, qua 
unumquodque habet esse essentiae vel quia dicitur esse essentiae cuius- 475 
libet rei essentiam habentis sive definibilis sive non definibilis. Et 
notanter dico, quod est ratio transcendens propter divinam essentiam 
et propter decem praedicamenta, quae dicuntur decem esse essentiae 
ita, quod ratio essentiae competit Deo et creaturis, et sic est trans- 
cendens. Et notanter dicitur definibilis sive non definibilis, quia quae- 480 
dam est essentia definibilis, quaedam vero non definibilis sicut divina 
essentia et entis esse, quae quidem essentiae perfecte explicari non 
possunt secundum proprias rationes eorum essentiales. Essentia defini- 
bilis vero est illa, quae importatur per definitionem quidditivam cuius- 
libet rei definibilis. Ex quo patet, quod illud dicitur esse de essentia 485 
alicuius, quod importatur per definitionem eius quidditivam. 

Est tamen sciendum, quod ista quattuor sunt essentialiter ordinata: 
substantia, natura, essentia et quidditas. Unde omnis substantia est 
natura et non econverso; patet, quia natura dicitur de substantia et 
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21 Ib. q. 1. a. 2(43c): “Istae distinctiones sunt essentialiter ordinatae, quia 
maxima est essentialis, et ideo quae essentialiter distinguuntur omnibus aliis 
distinctionibus distinguuntur. Secunda post essentialem maior est realis. Post 
illam est tertia, scl. quidditiva vel formalis. Quarta est minor omnibus, scl. 
quidditatis et modi intrinseci, nam minor omnibus est distinctio, ubi statur 
inter eandem rationem specificam et formalem quam ubi est exitus. Non est 
autem exitus a ratione formali per modum eius, quia ad rationem formalem 
et non ad aliam reducitur, quia modus adveniens non variat rationem forma- 
lem”’. 

22 Cf. ib. q. 5 (48b). 
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qualitate, substantia vero non. Similiter sequitur: Natura est, ergo 49 
essentia est, tamen non econverso, nam essentia dicitur de omnibus 
praedicamentis, natura vero non nisi de duobus. Similiter: Essentia est, 
ergo quidditas est, et non econverso, nam in divinis sunt multae quiddi- 
tates, et tamen ibi non est nisi unica essentia. Ex quo sequitur, quod 
essentia et quidditas non sunt idem adaequate. 495 

b Sed restat dubitatio, quid sit natura. Et dico, quod natura est illud, 
quod potest esse principium nativitatis, quia omne, quod nascitur, ideo 
dicitur proprie nasci, quia a principio naturali. Ex quo patet, quod 
natura et essentia non sunt idem adaequate. Et si dicatur: Angelus 
et anima non possunt esse principia nativitatis nec possunt nasci, et 500 
tamen sunt naturae, dicitur, quod natura sumitur aequivoce, et ita 
loquimur in praesenti, non enim loquimur hic nisi de natura ut est 
principium nativitatis. Ex quo sequitur, quod materia et forma possunt 
dici naturae, non autem relatio. 

ce Istis ergo visis patet, quid sit distinctio essentialis. Et dico, quod 505 
distinctio essentialis est relatio transcendens disquiperantiae intrinsecus 
adveniens, cuius extrema sunt duae essentiae sive definibiles sive non 
definibiles. Et pro tanto dicitur transcendens, quia distinctio essen- 
tialis circuit omne genus. Et notanter dicitur definibiles propter distinc- 
tionem essentialem, quae est inter Deum et creaturam*, ubi una 510 
essentia est definibilis, alia vero non definibilis, ut essentia Dei. 

Unde notandum est, quod haec distinctio essentialis, licet fundetur 
super rationem essentiae, non tamen fundatur super rationem essentiae 
communem,sed super rationem extremorum singularium,quia omnes parti- 
culares essentiae conveniunt in ratione communis essentiae, secundum 515 
quam definitur esse idem et non distincte. Et sic patet quantum ad 
primam partem principalem, in qua erant termini declarandi. 

II Quantum ad secundum partem principalem, in qua videndi sunt 
modi investigandi distinctionem, est sciendum, quod primo videbitur, 
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23 Ib. q. 1. a. 2 (43c): “Prima est distinctio essentialis eo modo, quo distin- 
guitur Deus a creatura, et ista proprie accipiendo; est quando quidditas cum 
sua existentia est distincta ab alia quidditate cum sua existentia”’. 
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quomodo distinctio in communi investigatur ; secundo quomodo distinctio 520 
rationis; tertio quomodo distinctio ex natura rei; quarto quomodo mo- 
dalis ; quinto quomodo distinctio realis ; sexto quomodo distinctio formalis; 
septimo quomodo distinctio essentialis investigatur. 

Aa Quantum ad primum dico, quod distinctio in communi investigatur 
multis modis: 525 
1. Primo quidem per viam diversae considerationis. Unde quandocum- 

que aliquae res possunt concipi distincte et indistincte, complexe et 
incomplexe sicut de definitione et definito, nam una et eadem res potest 
concipi distincte et indistincte, complexe et incomplexe; primo modo 
ponitur distinctio inter definitionem et definitum. 530 


2. Secunda via est per viam definitionis vel per viam descriptionis. 
Unde quando aliquae res sunt, quae habent diversas definitiones vel 
descriptiones, tales res dicuntur distinctae. 


3. Tertio per viam divisionis. Unde quandocumque aliquae res cadunt 
sub diversis differentiis dividentibus aliquod commune, tales res di- 535 
cuntur esse distinctae, sicut homo et asinus, qui cadunt sub differentiis. 


4. Quarto per viam remotionis sive negationis. Unde quandocumque 
aliquae res sic se habent, quod una removetur ab alia, sicut rationalitas 
ab asino, tales res dicuntur distinctae. 


5. Quinto per viam generationis vel corruptionis. Unde quandocum- 540 
que aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum potest generari alio non gene- 
rato vel corrupto, illa dicuntur distincta, sicut anima et corpus. Corpus 
generatur et corrumpitur, anima remanet ingenita et incorrupta. 


6. Sexto per viam separationis. Quandocumque aliqua duo sic se 
habent, quod unum potest ab alio separari, illa dicuntur distincta, 545 
sicut quantitas in sacramento altaris, nam separatur ibi quantitas 
a substantia. 


7. Septima via dicitur dependentiae, sicut inter Deum et creaturam, 
inter causam et effectum. 


520 quomodo Se fol. 258rb distinctio 525 multis modis] pluribus 
m. Se; multipliciter Ve 527 res] diversae + Se; diversimode Ve 
527-528 distincte — incomplexe] — Ve 528-530 sicut — definitum] isto 
modo ponitur distinctio inter definitionem et definitum, pam una et 
eadem res potest concipi distincte et indistincte, complexe et incom- 
plexe Se | nam] unde Ve | primo] et isto Ve 533 dicuntur] sunt Se; distin- 
guuntur Ve 538-539 rationalitas Verrgrb ab 543 remanet] manet 


Se Ve 546 quantitas'] qualitas Ve | sa- Va fol. rgrvb cramento | quanti- 
tas*] qualitas Va 
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8. Octava via est emanationis sive productionis, sicut inter personas 550 
divinas investigat distinctionem realem Augustinus™, 

9. Nona via est privationis et habitus, quae nullo modo possunt 
verificari de eodem secundum idem. 

10. Decima via est via convertibilitatis. Unde quandocumque aliqua 
duo sic se habent, quod unum potest inveniri sine reliquo, sicut animali- 555 
tas sine ratione vel substantia sine corporeitate, vel quando unum in 
plus se habet quam aliud, tunc ibi dicitur esse distinctio. 

b Sed restat una dubitatio, si distinctio sic accepta in communi, inquan- 
tum reperitur in ente et in simpliciter simplicibus et in primo diversis, 
sit passio ipsius entis adaequata et etiam, ut abstrahit a distinctione 560 
formali et reali, et dicitur, quod non, scl. quod non est passio adaequata 
ipsi enti, sed est quoddam transcendens et commune omnibus trans- 
cendens transcendentia. Quod patet sic: Nam simpliciter simplicia et 
primo diversa distinguuntur, et tamen de ipsis non praedicatur ens, ut 
patet alias, nisi forte solum denominative. 565 

Sed contra hoc arguitur dupliciter: Primo, quia sequitur, quod aliqua 
passio sit sine subiecto; patet, quia distinctio est passio et non est 
passio entis; ergo etc. Secundo sic: Quia sequitur, quod aliqua passio 
sit communior omni subiecto, et per consequens erit communior omni 
ente. 570 

Ad primum dico, quod non est inconveniens dare unam passionem 
non habentem subiectum adaequatum, et sic distinctio est communior 
ente, licet sit passio sua non adaequata, sed communior eo. 

Ad secundum dico, quod non est inconveniens dare unam passionem 
communiorem subiecto suo. 575 

c Secunda dubitatio est, si non-identitas et distinctio sunt idem. Et 
dicitur, quod non, sed in plus se habet non-identitas quam distinctio; 
sequitur enim: Ista sunt distincta; ergo sunt non idem, et non econverso. 
Patet, quia Socrates non est idem chimaerae, et tamen non distinguitur 
a chimaera. 580 


551 investigat] Augustinus + Ve | Augustinus] —SeVe 554 via conver- 
tibilitatis] inconvertibilitatis Se Ve 556 ratione] rationabilitate Se 
557 aliud] alterum Se 560-561 distinctione Se fol. 258va formali 
561 et reali] —Se | scl. — non] — Ve 562 transcendens] commune 
Ve | commune] transcendens Ve 563 simplicia Ve fol. rrgva et 
568 et — passio] — Va; Nota, quod distinctio est communior ente + Ve in 
margine 569 erit] et Se 576 Secunda] Alia Ve 577 habet Va fol. 
142va non-identitas 


* De fide ad Petrum c.1, n. 5 (PL 40, 755). 
7* 
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Pro quo est diligenter attendendum, quod quattuor sunt ponenda in 
quidditatibus et bene intelligenda: Primum signum est, in quo ponitur 
ipsa quidditas. In secundo signo ponuntur negationes, quia omnis 
affirmatio prior est negatione. In tertio signo ponuntur per se passiones 
demonstrabiles de ipsa quidditate. In quarto signo ponuntur ea, quae sunt 585 
per accidens. E. g. albedo et nigredo in primo signo sunt albedo et 
nigredo. In secundo signo sunt non idem. In tertio signo dicuntur 
esse distinctae, nam quando aliqua passio inest alicui subiecto, per 
prius intelligitur ipsum subiectum sine tali passione quam cum ipsa. 
In quarto signo adveniunt, quae eis insunt per accidens, sicut haecceitas, 590 
inhaerentia et existentia. Ex quo patet, quod non-identitas prior est 
distinctione. 

Bx Secundo videndum est, guomodo investigatur distinctio rationis, et 
nota, quod hic loquimur de distinctione rationis proprie dicta. Pro 
cuius declaratione sciendum est, quod triplex est actus intellectus, scl. 595 
apprehendendi, componendi et dividendi. Eodem modo triplici via 
potest investigari distinctio rationis. Prima via est per actum appre- 
hendendi, quando intellectus potest apprehendere unum sine reliquo 
vel concipere. [bi ponitur distinctio rationis, sicut quando intellectus 
concipit definitionem sine definito vel subiectum sine passione. Secunda 600 
est per viam compositionis. Unde quandocumque aliquae compositiones 
duae ita se habent, quod solum fabricantur ab intellectu et una prior 
altera fabricatur, illa sunt distincta ratione, v. g. quando intellectus 
componit aliqua circa subiectum et non circa passionem, talis vocatur 
distinctio rationis. Tertio per viam divisionis sive per actum dividendi. 605 
Unde quandocumque sunt aliqua ita idem ex natura rei, quod inter 
illa nulla potest esse distinctio ex natura rei, sed solus intellectus ponit 
ibi divisionem sive distinctionem, talia non possunt distingui nisi distinc- 
tione rationis, v. g. cum dicitur Socrates est Socrates, homo est homo, 
solus intellectus est ille, qui per actum suum dividendi facit distinctionem 610 
subiecti et praedicati, quia ut patet nulla potest esse distinctio ibi ex 
natura rei, cum idem a seipso non possit ex natura rei distingui. De 
distinctione vero rationis obiectiva eodem modo dicendum est, quod 
debet investigari, quemadmodum distinctio ex natura rei investigatur. 

581 ‘attendendum] advertendum Se; Nota, quod quattuor signa ponuntur 
in quidditatibus + Ve 584 per se] proprie Se 586 sunt] insunt Se Ve 
587 sunt] tantum + Se Ve 593 videndum] veniendum Se | rationis, 
Ve fol. r1gvb et 596componendi] comprehendendi Va 598 apprehendere] 
apprehendendi Ve 599-600 intellectus Se fol. 258vb concipit 604 circa 


Va fol. r42vb subiectum | passionem] compositionem Se 610 est ille] —Va 
612-614 cum — investigatur] — Ve 
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2 Tertio videndum est, quomodo investigatur distinctio ex natura ret. 615 
Et dico, quod quattuor viis potest investigari, secundum quod sunt 
quattuor viae oppositionum: Prima via est relativorum oppositorum”®. 
Unde impossibile est, quod idem referatur ad seipsum relatione opposita. 
Unde agens inquantum agens non est passum, nec passum inquantum pas- 
sum est agens, nec producens inquantum producens dicitur esse productum. 620 
Et isto modo intellectus agens et possibilis distinguuntur ex natura rei. 
Secunda via est oppositio contrariorum?*. Impossibile enim est con- 
traria de eodem et secundum idem verificari. Et isto modo genus et 
differentia distinguuntur quam maxime in simplicibus nec sunt omnino 
idem. Tertia via est secundum viam oppositionis privativae?’. Impossibile 625 
est opposita privativa eidem secundum idem convenire et verificari. 
Et isto modo inter essentiam et relationem ponitur distinctio ex natura 
rei, nam essentia inquantum essentia est communicabilis, relatio vero 
incommunicabilis. Quarta est per viam contradictionis**. Impossibile 
enim est contradictoria de eodem et secundum idem verificari. Et isto 630 
modo ponitur distinctio inter essentiam divinam et attributa?®, nam 
intellectus est principium productivum Verbi, et essentia non est princi- 
pium productivum Verbi; similiter inter intellectum et voluntatem, nam 


616 viis} modis Se; investigatur seu + Ve | imvestigari Ve fol. r20ra 
secundum | sunt] — Ve 619 non] — Se Ve 624 omnino} secundum 
omnia Se 625 privativae] relativa Ve 628 vero] — Ve 629 incom- 
municabilis] non Se 629-630 Impossibile Va fol. rg2va enim 


25 Francisc. de Maironis, Conflatus in I Sent. d. 8. q. 1. a3 (44b): “Dico, 
quod intelligendo distinctionem ex natura rei non ab anima fabricata ipsa 
est communis istis [scl. distinctioni formali, reali, modali, essentiali], nam 
quaelibet istarum est distinctio ex natura rei, quia nulla est ab anima fabricata. 
Sed potestne ista investigari ? Dico, quod sic quadrupliciter secundum quattuor 
vias oppositionam: Primo per viam relative oppositorum, quia impossibile 
est idem referri ad se, et per istam viam, quae infra declarabitur magis, pro- 
batur, quod intellectus agens distinguitur a possibili, quia agens est movens 
et possibilis est motus’’. 

26 [b.: “‘Secundo per oppositionem contrariorum sic: Impossibile est 
contraria eidem secundum idem convenire. Diversitas et identitas sunt con- 
traria. Conveniunt alicui eidem. Ergo oportet, quod non secundum idem, isto 
enim modo investigatur distinctio generis et differentiae in simplicibus, quia 
simplicia specie distincta conveniunt et differunt, non autem omnino secun- 
dum idem”’. 

27 Ib.: ‘““Tertio modo per viam oppositionis privative oppositorum, impos- 
sibile enim est privative opposita eidem convenire. Isto modo investigamus 
distinctionem inter essentiam et proprietatem, quia essentia est communica- 
bilis, Paternitas incommunicabilis“. 

28 Tb.: ‘“Quarto modo per viam contradictionis sic: Impossibile est, quod 
extrema contradictionis verificentur de eodem omnino. Isto modo investigamus 
distinctionem attributorum, ut statim inferius patebit’’. 

29 Cf. ib. q. 3 (47¢). 
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voluntas est principium productivum Spiritus sancti, intellectus vero 
non; ergo distinguuntur ex natura rei®®. 

3 Quarto videndum est, quomodo investigatur distinctio realis, et dico 
quattuor viis: Primo per viam originis. Unde quandocumque aliqua 
duo sic se habent, quod unum originatur ab alio, illa distinguuntur 
realiter. Isto modo investigat Augustinus*! distinctionem realem inter 


personas divinas, nam Pater originat Filium et Spiritum sanctum, et 6e 


Filius non originat Patrem; impossibile enim est, quod idem originatur 
a seipso, quia per beatum Augustinum nulla res seipsam gignit. Secundo 
per viam generationis**. Unde quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, 
quod unum generatur ab alio sive producitur, illa distinguuntur inter 


se realiter. Tertio per viam corruptionis**. Quandocumque aliqua sic 64s 


se habent, quod unum corrumpi potest alio manente, illa distinguuntur 


realiter inter se. Et isto modo est distinctio realis inter relationem et 


fundamentum. Quarto per viam separationis**. Unde quandocumque 


635 rei. Se fol. 2597a 636 Quarto] Quare Va 639 realiter. Ve 
fol. r2orb Isto 640 et Spiritum sanctum] —Se 641 originat Pa- 
trem] — Se 644—646 illa — manente] — Ve | manente] remanente Se 
647 inter se] — Se 


30 Ab Henrico Werlio hic praetermittitur distinctio modalis secus ac Fran- 
cisc. de Maironis, 1. c. q. 1. a. 33 (44a) dicente: “Quantum ad distinctionem 
modi intrinsec: sciendum, quod quadruplex distinctio per istos modos reperitur. 
Quaedam, qua distinguitur modus a quidditate, cuius est modus, sicut humani- 
tas et finitas humanitatis. Alia est, quae est modorum oppositorum sicut 
finitum et infinitum in Deo et creatura. Alia per modos eiusdem rationis sicut 
haecceitas et differentia, quae est numeralis per differentias individuales. 
Quarto per modos alterius rationis sicut necessitas et infinitas, quae sunt 
modi intrinseci essentiae divinae. Nunc ad propositum de investigatione 
distinctionis istorum modorum dico, quod eodem modo investigatur distinctio 
quo et modi, et de hoc inferius’’. 

31 De Trin. Ic. 1, n.1 (PL 42, 820); cf. Francisc. de Maironis, Conflatus 
in I Sent. d.8. q.1.a.3 (44a): “‘Secundo videndum est, quomodo possit 
realis distinctio investigari, et dico hic, quod quadrupliciter investigatur: 
Primo per viam originis, et hoc modo investigat Augustinus I De Trinitate 
distinctionem personarum per hoc, quod nihil gignit se; oportet ergo, quod 
gignens sit realiter distinctum a genito, ubicumque enim est hoc ab hoc, ibi 
est realis distinctio’’. 

32 Tb.: ‘Secunda via est via generationis. Quandocumque aliqua res potest 
generari alia non genita, illa necessario distinguuntur realiter; isto modo 
probatur, quod materia et forma distinguuntur realiter, quia formantur 
genera materia existente ingenerabili et incorruptibili”’. 

83 Ib.: “Tertio per viam corruptionis, = quandocumque unum non 
corrumpitur alio corrupto, inter illa a realis distinctio. Isto modo investigatur, 
quod relatio distinguitur a fundamento, quia fundamentum manet relatione 
corru ta”. 

** Ib.: “Q uartoper viam separationis, quia quaecumque separata possunt 
manere, illa distinguuntur realiter. Isto enim modo probantur accidentia 
distingui i in altari a subiecto, et anima a corpore, quia unum ab alio separatur’”’. 
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aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum potest realiter ab alio separari, 
illa distinguuntur realiter. Isto modo anima et corpus distinguuntur 60 
realiter, accidens et substantia in sacramento altaris. 

4 Quinto videndum est, guomodo investigatur distinctio formalis®*. Et 
dico, quod distinctio formalis quinque viis investigatur: Prima est per 
viam definitionis**. Quandocumque aliqua sic se habent, qued aliquid 
ponitur in definitione unius, quod non ponitur in definitione alterius 655 
vel quod definitio unius non est definitio alterius, illa distinguuntur 
formaliter, e.g. de homine et asino. Secundo per viam descriptionis*’. 
Unde quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum ponitur in 
descriptione unius, quod non ponitur in descriptione alterius, illa distin- 
guuntur formaliter, vel quod descriptio unius non est descriptio alterius; 660 
isto modo distinguuntur partes orationis formaliter. — Est tamen ad- 
vertendum, quod propria descriptio est illa, quae constat ex genere et 
propria passione, et per hoc differt a definitione quidditiva, quae con- 
stat ex genere et differentia. Tertio per viam divisionis**. Unde quando- 
cumque aliquod commune dividitur per duas differentias oppositas, 665 
quidquid cadit sub una differentia divisiva vel sub uno dividentium, 
distinguuntur formaliter a quocumque cadente sub alia differentia 


652 videndum] inveniendum Se 652-653 Et — formalis] — Ve 
654 definitionis.| Unde + Se 655 unius — definitione?]— Va 657 asino. 
Va fol. rg2vb Secundo 661 isto — formaliter] — Ve 662 propria] 
differentia Se 664-665 quandocumque Ve fol. rzova aliquod 


% Ib. q. I. a. 3 (44a): ““Primum est ostendere modum investigandi distinc- 
tionem formalem, et quantum ad hoc dico, quod quattuor sunt modi evidentes, 
per quos investigatur formalis sive quidditativa distinctio: Prima est via 
definitionis ; secunda via divisionis; tertia via descriptionis; quarta via demon- 
strationis’’. 

36 Tb.: “Quandocumque aliqua sic se habent, quod aliquid ponitur in 
definitione unius et non alterius, illa differunt formaliter, quae enim definitive 
differunt, quidditive differunt et formaliter. Sed talia, quorum unum non 
recipit aliud in sua definitione, sic se habent, scl. quod differunt definitive; 
ergo quidditive et formaliter’’. 

37 Ib.: “Tertio per viam descriptionis sic: Quorumcumque descriptiones 
sunt diversae, eorum definitiones sunt diversae. Hanc probo, quia quaecumque 
habent eandem definitionem, habent idem genus. Hoc patet, et per consequens 
eandem passionem vel aptitudinem consequentem ipsam, quia ex definitione 
passio sive aptitudo demonstratur. Sed descriptio constat ex genere et i 
sive aptitudine. Ergo quorumcumque descriptiones sunt diversae, eorum 
defiritiones sunt diversae’’. 

38 Ib.: “Secundo per viam divisionis. Quaniocumque aliquid dividitur 
per differentias oppositas, quidquid cadit sub uno dividentium, differt forma- 
liter a quocumque cadente sub alio, quia cadunt sub membris oppositis, nam 
ex dividente et diviso constituitur illud, quod habet quidditatem. Licet enim 
divisum utrique contento sub eo conveniat quidditive, tamen impossibile est, 
quod unum dividentium coincidat cum alio ad constituendum tertium’’. 
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seu alio dividentium; exemplum de angelo et homine, qui cadunt sub 
corporeo et incorporeo. Quarto per viam demonstrationis*®. Unde 
quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum potest demonstrari 670 
de alio, quod non potest demonstrari de alio, illa distinguuntur forma- 
liter; exemplum de homine et asino, quia de homine potest demonstrari 
risibilitas et non de asino, ut patet. Quinto per viam reduplicationis*. 
Unde quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, quod aliquid competit 
uni inquantum tale, quod non competit alteri inquantum tale, illa 67s 
distinguuntur formaliter. Isto modo investigatur distinctio formalis 

in transcendentibus. Isto modo distinguitur ens a divina essentia, quia 
aliquid competit enti inquantum ens, quod non competit divinae essen- 
tiae. Quod patet sic, nam ens inquantum ens potest trahi ad finitatem 

et decem praedicamenta, quae omnia repugnant divinae essentiae. Isto 680 
modo etiam investigatur distinctio formalis in simpliciter simplicibus 
et primo diversis, ut patet intuenti. 





5 Sexto videndum est, guomodo investigatur distinctio essentialis. Et 
dico, quod quinque viis: Primo viam generationis dependentis“. Unde 
quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum potest generari 685 
alio non generato dependente, illa distinguuntur essentialiter. Et no- 
tanter dico dependente propter generationem divinam, quae nullam 
facit dependentiam, sed solum in creaturis facit distinctionem essen- 


670 unum] aliud Se; aliquid Ve 671 alio, Se fol.259vb quod 671-672 de 
— demonstrari] — Va | illa] — Se 677 ens] formaliter + Se | aj ad Va | 
essentia] formaliter + Ve 679 inquantum ens] — Ve | finitatem] defini- 
tatem Ve 683 essentialis. Va fol. r43rb Et 688 sed solum] et ideo Se | 
solum Ve fol. rzovb in | creaturis] et ideo in creaturis + Ve 


3° Ib.: “Quarto per viam demonstrationis sic: Quando aliquod est demon- 
strabile propter quod de uno et non de altero illa, de quibus alia et alia demon- 
strantur, habent aliam et aliam definitionem, quia cum definitio sit medium, 
si omnino eandem definitionem haberent, omnino eadem passio per eam 
demonstraretur. Si ergo demonstrantur alia et alia passio, necessario habent 
aliam et aliam definitionem, et per consequens formaliter distinguuntur”’. 

0 Ib.: “Istis quattuor viis satis evidentibus additur una satis peregrina, 
sed tamen necessaria, scl. via reduplicationis, et haec deducitur sic: Quando- 
cumque aliquid convenit alicui inquantum tale, quod non convenit alteri, 
necessario illa formaliter distinguuntur, quia reduplicatio cadit super rationem 
formalem. Ergo est eadem ratio formalis, necessario idem praedicatum 
praedicabitur apposita eadem reduplicatione”’. 

41 Ib. (44ab): “Quantum ad essentialem distinctionem dico, quod quattuor 
modis investigatur: Primo per viam generationis et corruptionis, quaecumque 
enim sic se habent, quod uno genito vel corrupto aliud non generatur nec 
corrumpitur, distinguuntur essentialiter. Secundo per viam separationis, 
quaecumque enim sic se habent, quod unum separatur ab alio, essentialiter 
distinguuntur’’. 
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tialem. Secundo per viam corruptionis. Quandocumque aliqua duo sic 

se habent, quod unum potest corrumpi alio non corrupto, illa distingu- 690 
untur essentialiter, vel quando unum potest separari ab alio essentialiter, 
illa distinguuntur essentialiter. Tertio per viam dependentiae**. Unde 
quandocumque aliqua duo sic se habent, quod unum dependet ab alio, 
illa distinguuntur essentialiter, sicut Deus et creatura, substantia et 
accidens. Quarto per viam diversorum generum**. Unde quandocumque 695 
aliqua duo sic se habent, quod proprie et per se sunt diversorum ge- 
nerum, illa distinguuntur essentialiter ; et isto modo decem praedicamenta 
distinguuntur essentialiter. Et notanter dico proprie et per se propter 
materiam et formam de genere substantiae, quae non distinguuntur 
essentialiter, licet materia non sit proprie et per se in praedicamento 70 
substantiae. Si enim proprie et per se esset alterius praedicamenti a 
forma substantiali, tunc distingueretur essentialiter ab ipsa forma, et 
ideo ut sic non distinguitur essentialiter ab ea. Quinto diversarum 
specierum. Unde quandocumque aliqua sunt diversarum specierum, 
illa distinguuntur essentialiter, e. g. de homine et asino. — Est tamen 70s 
sciendum, quod omnis distinctio essentialis non includit distinctionem 
realem semper, nam decem praedicamenta distinguuntur essentialiter in 
suo esse quidditivo, ut abstrahunt a suis speciebus, et tamen ut sic non 
distinguuntur realiter. Ubicumque ergo reperiuntur distinctae essentiae 
cum distinctis realitatibus, tales distinguuntur essentialiter et realiter; 710 
si autem reperiantur distinctae essentiae abstractae a realitate, tunc 
distinguuntur solum essentialiter et non realiter. Exemplum de homine 

et asino in potentia obiectiva, qui cum sint diversarum specierum, 
distinguuntur inter se essentialiter et non realiter. 


691 quando] quandocumque Se Ve 692-694 Tertio— essentialiter} — Va 
695 Unde] — Se; ut Ve 697-698 et — essentialiter] — Ve 7o2z ab 
ipsa forma] — Se 703 abea]asubstantia Se 706 sciendum] generaliter 
+ Ve 707-708 in suo esse quidditivo} seu quidditive Ve | quidditivo, 
Se fol. 259va ut 709 reperiuntur] diversae + Se 710-712 essentialiter 
— solum] — Va 714 inter se] — Ve 


*2 Tb. (44b): ‘““Tertius modus est magis proprius, scl. per viam dependen- 
tiae, nam via prima non valet sine ista, quia generatio est in diversis, non 
tamen distinctio essentialis. Unde per viam dependentiae probatur sic: Quae- 
cumque se habent sic, quod unum dependet ab alio, necessario unum ab alio 
distinguitur essentialiter. Infra enim eandem essentiam non potest esse proprie 
dependentia, quae in essentia fundatur, quia nihil refertur ad se” 

43 Ib.: “Quartus modus in creaturis per viam generum et specierum, quia 
quaecumque sunt diversarum generum et specierum, necessario essentialiter 
distinguuntur’”’. 
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Ili Quantum ad tertiam partem principalem, in qua declarandae sunt 716 
aliquae difficultates et aliqui termini facientes difficultatem in illa materia. 

x Quaeritur primo, si distinctio suscipit magis et minus. 

« Et videtur quod sic. Primo, quia duo alba sunt magis similia quam 
album et nigrum, etc. Item, duae quantitates bipedales sunt magis 
aequales quam sunt bipedalis et tripedalis quantitates; ergo videtur, 720 
quod relatio vel distinctio suscipit magis et minus. Sed distinctio est 
relatio, ut superius patuit; ergo distinctio suscipit magis et minus. 
Item, si distinctio non susciperet magis et minus, sequeretur, quod 
homo non magis distingueretur a lapide quam ab asino; consequens 
est falsum; ergo etc. Item, si distinctio non susciperet magis et minus, 725 
pariformiter nec identitas, et sic sequeretur, quod illa quae sunt idem 


numero non essent magis idem quam illa, quae sunt idem specie; con- 
sequens est falsum; ergo. 


6 In oppositum arguitur sic: Nihil potest suscipere magis et minus, 
nisi dicat quantitatem virtutis; sed relatio nullam dicit quantitatem 730 
virtutis; ergo. 

Praeterea illud, quod de se non est perfectum nec imperfectum nec 
perfectionem nec imperfectionem dicit, non potest suscipere magis et 
minus; sed relatio de se nec dicit perfectionem nec imperfectionem; 


ergo nec intenditur nec remittitur. — Ad hoc dicitur, quod relatio for- 735 
maliter de sua ratione formali nec dicit perfectionem nec imperfectionem, 
et per consequens non suscipit magis et minus, cum non dicat quanti- 
tatem virtutis. Si enim diceret perfectionem, tunc sequitur, quod aliqua 
perfectio esset in Patre, quae non esset in Filio, et econverso. Patet, 
quia paternitas non esset formaliter in Filio nec filiatio esset in Patre, 740 
et sic aliqua perfectio esset in una persona, quae non esset in alia. 

Ad argumenta in oppositum dico, quod aliqua dicuntur esse magis 
similia, quae pluribus similitudinibus conveniunt. 

Ad aliud de quantitate dicitur, quod ideo dicuntur magis aequalia, 
quia magis appropinquant ad eandem quantitatem. 745 
716 termini Ve fol. r2tva facientes | illa] hac Se 717 Quaeritur] 

Quare Va | si] an Ve 721 distinctio'] relatio Se 721-724 distinctio*® 
— asino] — Ve 723-725 sequeretur — minus] — Se 729-730 Nihil 
— virtutis] Illa, quae non dicunt quantitatem virtutis, non possunt suscipere 
magis et minus Ve | dicat] — Se | virtutis]} — Ve 732 est — imperfectum] 
— Ve | nec imperfectum] — Va 733 perfectionem] perfectum Se | im- 
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Ad tertium dico, quod homo magis differt a lapide quam ab asino 
et non aliter. 

Ad ultimum dico, quod illa, quae sunt idem numero, ideo dicuntur 
magis esse idem, quia pluribus identitatibus conveniunt quam illa, 
quae sunt idem specie. Et sic patet, quid dicendum. 

2 Secundo quaeritur, utrum distinctio in divinis arguat compositionem. 
« Et videtur quod sic, quia compositio dicitur graece a con, quod est 
simul, et positio, quod est simul positio. Sed ubi sunt aliqua simul 
posita, ibi est compositio; sed in divinis est huiusmodi; ergo ibi est 


730 


compositio. 756 


Secundo arguitur sic: Ubi est distinctio, ibi est pluralitas; ubi est 
pluralitas, ibi est compositio; ergo ubi est distinctio, ibi est compositio. 
Tertio arguitur sic: Ubicumque est distinctio, ibi est pluralitas; ubi- 
cumque est pluralitas, ibi est numerus; ubicumque est numerus, ibi est 


compositio; ergo a primo ad ultimum, ubi est distinctio, ibi est com- 7s 


positio. 

Quarto arguitur sic: Ubicumque est distinctio, ibi est resolutio; sed 
ubicumque est resolutio, ibi est compositio. Patet hoc, quia omne, quod 
componitur, resolvitur in illis, ex quibus componitur. 


6 In oppositum arguitur sic: Ubi est purus actus, ibi non est compositio; 765 


sed in divinis est purus actus; ergo ibi non potest esse compositio. 
Secundo arguitur sic: Ubicumque reperiuntur plura, quorum unum 

non est in potentia alterius vel in potentia ad aliud, ibi nulla potest esse 

compositio; sed in divinis nihil est, quod sit in potentia ad aliud; ergo 


in divinis nulla potest esse compositio. 778 


+ Ad hoc respondetur, quod compositio est mutua unio componentium, 
quorum unum est in potentia ad aliud et neutrum eorum est purus actus. 
Ex definitione compositionis patet, quod licet in divinis sit unio, quia 
tamen ibi nihil est potentiale nec in potentia ad aliud, per quod potest 
reduci ad actum, sed omnia sunt ibi purus actus seclusa quacumque 
mixtione potentiae, hinc est, quod in divinis non potest esse compositio. 

Pro responsione ad argumenta facta est notandum, quod ista sunt 
essentialiter ordinata, scl. resolutio, compositio, unio et distinctio ita, 
quod infima dicitur esse ipsa resolutio, suprema vero abstracta dicitur esse 


748 sunt Se fol. 259vb idem | ideo} non Ve 750 quid dicendum] responsio 
Se 752 graece] grammatice Ve 753 quod — positio?] — Se 758- 
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ipsa distinctio. Unde bene sequitur: Est resolutio, ergo compositio, et 780 
non econverso, nam caelum dicitur esse compositum et non resolubile. 
Item sequitur: Est compositio, ergo unio, et non econverso, nam humana 
natura et divina sunt unita, tamen non composita. Item sequitur: Est 
unio, ergo distinctio, nam idem non potest uniri sibi ipsi, et tamen non 
sequitur: Est distinctio, ergo unio, ut patet de se, sicut Socrates et Plato 785 
sunt distincti, et tamen non uniti. Ex istis patet, quid sit dicendum ad 
rationes in oppositum. 

Ad primum Dei gratia dicitur, quod licet ibi sint plura simul unita, 
non tamen ibi sequitur compositio, quia omnia sunt ibi actus purus nec 
unum est in potentia ad aliud. 7% 

Ad secundum dico, quod pluralitas transcendens abstrahit a numero 
proprie sumpto. Unde licet persona divina constituetur ex essentia et 
relatione, non tamen dicitur componi ex pluribus unitatibus. 

Ad tertium patet, nam compositio et pluralitas ab invicem sunt 
abstrahentia, sequitur enim: Est compositio, ergo pluralitas, et non 795 
econverso, et ideo argumentum non valet. 

Ad quartum negatur assumptum pro maiori, non enim sequitur: 
Est distinctio, ergo resolutio; prius enim potest esse sine suo posteriori. 
Distinctio enim est prior, ut patuit in resolutione et compositione. Et 
sic patet quaestio. 800 

3. Tertio quaeritur, utrum cum summa simplicitate divinae essentiae 
possit stare pluralitas distinctionum formalium ex natura ret. 

« Et arguitur quod non, quia ubicumque est pluralitas, ibi est compositio 
vel alicuius vel unio aliquorum“; sed in divinis reperitur pluralitas, 
ergo ibi est compositio vel alicuius vel unio aliquorum. Sed omnia illa 805 
repugnant summae divinae simplicitati, ergo etc. 

Secundo sic: Ubicumque est distinctio ex natura rei, ibi est resolutio 
ex natura rei; sed ubicumque est resolutio ex natura rei, ibi non potest 
esse summa simplicitas. 

Tertio arguitur sic: Quandocumque aliqua duo ex suis rationibus s10 
formalibus opponuntur, illa non possunt simul stare; sed sic est, quod 

simplicitas summa et pluralitas rationum formalium ex suis rationibus 


781 caelum] totum Ve 782 unio] una Ve 788 Dei gratia] — Se; de 
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formalium opponuntur; ergo non possunt simul stare in eodem. Minor 
probatur, nam ratio summae simplicitatis omnem pluralitatem excludit, 
quia eo summe simplex quod simpliciter solum est sine quacumque 815 
aggregatione sive mixtione. 

6 In oppositum arguitur sic: Cum summa simplicitate stat pluralitas 
realitatum; ergo a fortiori pluralitas formalitatum. Consequentia pro- 
batur, quia magis videtur repugnare summae simplicitati pluralitas 
realitatum quam pluralitas formalitatum, nam multae formalitates s2o 
possunt stare cum una realitate, non tamen plures realitates cum una 
formalitate; ergo etc. Patet hoc de subiecto et passione, nam est una 
realitas subiecti et passionis, et tamen non est una formalitas, cum 
distinguuntur formaliter. 

+ Respondeo ad istam quaestionem: 

Notandum primo, quod differentia est inter simplex, simpliciter 
simplex et summe simplex. Simplex est illud, quod caret compositione 
ita**, quod eius ratio formalis non est ratio absoluta nec positiva, sed 
privativa et respectiva. Simpliciter simplex est illud, quod est irresolu- 
bile, licet alteri sit componibile, sicut ens, ad quod est ultimata resolutio sso 
omnium**. Summe simplex est illud, quod non est compositum nec 
alteri componibile, sed est purus actus*’, sicut ipse Deus. Ex istis se- 
quuntur duo: 

Primum est, quod in creaturis potest reperiri aliquod simpliciter 
simplex*®; patet hoc, quoniam in resolutionibus essentialiter ordinatis 85 
est devenire ad primam quidditatem, quae de se dicitur esse omnino 
irresolubilis, et ista est quidditas entis, quae de se nihil prius includit, 
et per consequens non potest in aliud prius resolvi. 


813 formalium] — Se Ve | Minor] Maior Ve 818-819 probatur] patet Se 
820 quam — formalitatum] — Ve 824 formaliter. Ve fol. r22ra Respondeo 
826 simplex] — Va Ve 827 illud Va fol. r4grb quod 829 respectiva] 
creativa Ve 830 componibile] compossibile Se 830-831 ultimata 
resolutio omnium] in resolutione Ve 831 compositum Se fol. 260rb nec 
832 Deus] benedictus + Ve 836 primam] illam Ve 


4 Ib. q. 7. a. 1 (51b): “‘cuius definitio est privativa, ipsum est privativum, 
definitio autem simplicitatis est huiusmodi, quia definitur per eius irresolubili- 
tatem, quae est passiva’”’. 

46 Ib.: ‘“‘Simpliciter simplex est, quod non est resolubile in aliqua ipsum 
componentia vel constitutiva, sed resolutio ultima stat ad ipsum”’. 

47 Ib: ‘“‘Summe autem simplex est, quod non est in se aliquo modo composi- 
tum nec aliquid sibi componibile nec ipsum alicui”. 

48 Ib.: “in creaturis invenitur aliquod simpliciter simplex, quia in re- 
solutionibus compositorum aut est procedere in infinitum sicut in divisione 
continui, quod non potest esse in essentialiter ordinatis, vel est devenire ad 
aliquod irresolubile’’. 
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Sequitur secundum, quod in creaturis non potest reperiri aliquod 
summe simplex, licet inveniatur simplex*®. Probatur, nam nihil est in s4o 
creaturis, quod sit purus actus nec quod sit non compositum vel alteri 
componibile. 

Sequitur tertio, quod solus Deus est summe simplex. 

Ulterius est notandum, quod simplex uno modo dicitur per carentiam 
substantialis compositionis, et isto modo materia dicitur simplex. Alio 845 
modo dicitur simplex per carentiam accidentalis aggregationis, et isto 
modo accidens dicitur formaliter simplex. Alio modo dicitur simplex 
per carentiam commixtionis, et isto modo elementa dicuntur simplicia. 
Alio modo dicitur simplex per carentiam quantitative divisionis, et 
isto modo punctus et instans dicuntur esse simplicia. Ex istis concluditur, 850 
quod illud dicitur simpliciter simplex, quod omni genere compositionis 
caret. 


SOPHRONIUS CLASEN, O.F.M. 
M.-Gladbach 


839 reperiri] inveniri | Se 840nam] quia Se 844 simplex] multipliciter 
sumitur + Se | dicitur] — Se 845 substantialis] substantialem Ve 
848 elementa Ve fol. r22vb dicuntur 850 esse simplicia] quidditiva Ve 
85: simpliciter simplex] simplex omnino Se 852 caret] Deo gratias. Gaude 
felix Colonia semper. Expliciunt formalitates egregiae doctoris de Colonia, 
scl. Fratris Henrici de Werla necnon Ministri dignissimi. + Va; Et finis est. 
Laudetur Deus et sanctus Anthe([rjrus. Amen. + Ve; Expliciunt formalitates 
phantasticae. Nota, quod aliquod [potest] esse obiectum intellectus: primum 
potest intelligi quadrupliciter, videlicet primitate generationis, primitate 
adaequationis, primitate perfectionis et primitate exclusionis: Primo modo 
possumus dicere, quod singulare est primum obiectum intellectus accipiendo 
ly primum negative ita, quod dicatur primum, quod nullum est prius eo, non 
quia ipsum sit prius quocumque alio; unde quodlibet singulare immutans 
primo fortiter sensum est primum obiectum primitate generationis; secundo 
modo possumus dicere, quod ens est primum obiectum intellectus accipiendo 
ens in sua maxima communitate et ut habet hanc passionem, scl. intelligibile, 
cum ipso convertibilem, et sic dicitur ens de omni intelligibili; tertio possumus 
dicere, quod Deus est primum obiectum intellectus; quarto possumus dicere, 
quod universale est primum obiectum intellectus, quia in quo obiecto cognito 
excludit alias potentias et in quo cognoscendo excedit alias potentias, quia 
nulla alia potentia cognoscit universale. + Si. 


49 Ib.: “in creaturis non invenitur aliquod summe simplex’. 
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Patrology by J. Quasten. Vol. II The Ante-Nicene Literature After 
Irenaeus, Westminster-Utrecht-Brussels, 1953. Pp. XI—450. 


In Franciscan Studies XI (1951) 111—115, we have expressed our views on 
the first volume of this monumental work. This second volume, which com- 
prises literature from Irenaeus till the Council of Nicea, impresses us more 
favorable. The descriptions given of the various works are excellent; the 
bibliography trustworthy; and no bizarre theory is expounded. Presently, 
however, we would like to give fuller expressions to two objections against 
this work, which objections were implied in our review of the first volume. 

First the style, at least in many instances, is too emphatic for a historical 
work. For example, in describing the allegorical exegesis of the Bible of the 
Alexandrian School, Prof. Quasten affirms: ‘Neither theology nor scriptural 
exegesis would have taken such magnificent initial strides without it” (i.e. 
allegorism), Vol. II p. 3; the fact that theology and Christian biblical exegesis 
did start with allegorism does not prove that theology and exegesis had to 
start there. Speaking about Clement of Alexandria, Prof. Quasten claims that 
“this knowledge of early Christian literature, of the Bible as well as of all post- 
apostolic and heretical works, iscomplete”, Vol. II p.6. If that were true, 
all the subsequent works on the Bible for instance, would have been super- 
fluous. Concerning Clement of Alexandria the author also says: ““We owe it 
above all to him if scholarly thinking and research are recognized in the 
Church”, Vol. II p. 7. Recognition of research and scholarly thinking in the 
Church has its ups and downs. We do not think that Clement of Alexandria 
played any particular role, for example in the Carolingian revival, in High 
Scholasticism, in the counter-Reformation, etc. Such sweeping statements 
of the author like those just mentioned bear witness no doubt to Prof. Quasten’s 
great love for the Fathers. But do they really correspond to the facts ? 

Our second chief objection is that the descriptions of the doctrines of the 
Fathers lack unity. By this we mean that certain sections are written with 
the idea of doctrinal development in mind, others not. 

In conclusion, we highly recommend this book for its bibliographies and 
for its descriptions and analyses of the patristic writings, which latter are 
admirably worked out from the literary standpoint. We would abstain from 
such recommendation, however, when description and analysis of doctrines 
are involved. In doctrinal matters, the reader will find much useful material 
in the book, among others, the execerpts from the Fathers quoted in English. 
But in the end, the reader will have to make up his mind by other means, 
one of them being a wide reading of the Fathers themselves. 


E. M. BuyTAERT, O.F.M. 
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Petrus Ioannis Olivi, O.F.M., Quaestiones quatuor de Domina, edit. 
Dionysius Pacetti, O.F.M. (Bibliotheca franciscana ascetica Medii 
Aevi, VIII), Quaracchi, 1954. Pp. 60*—8g. 


Fr. Pacetti, one of the main collaborators of the new edition of the Opera 
omnia of St. Bernardine, makes his contribution to the Marian Year festivities 
by editing, for the first time, four questions on the Blessed Virgin by the 
controversial Olivi. 

In the scholarly Introduction (pp. 5*—59*), written in Italian, Fr. Pacetti 
describes the career of Olivi and enumerates the writings of this famous Friar 
(pp. 7*—29*); in a second section he studies the work of Olivi as a source of 
the sermons of St. Bernardine (pp. 30*—41*); finally, he introduces the four 
quaestiones (pp. 41*—59*). 

In the list given of Olivi’s works, references are added along with each 
individual writing to the editions and the manuscripts, or at least to such 
modern studies where the codices are indicated. At first sight, we may be 
surprised to find in Pacetti’s Introduction a study as to the influence of Olivi 
on St. Bernardine. One would rather expect to find such a study in an edition 
of the works of St. Bernardine. Yet Pacetti was perfectly justified in publishing 
these pages in this edition, because it appears that the four quaestiones have 
been preserved by only two manuscripts: one is a copy made by St. Bernardine 
himself; the other was among the books of Bernardine and had been annotated 
by the Saint. 

The copy made by St. Bernardine, now Sienna Comunale U. V. 5, con- 
tains the first three questions edited by Pacetti. The other manuscripts, 
presently Sienna Comunale U. V. 7, has the second and fourth questions only. 
From a comparative study of the text of the second question, ‘““‘De duodecim 
victoriis B. Virginis”’, it follows that St. Bernardine had slightly altered the 
text of Olivi, chiefly by omitting some Scholastic formalisms, such as the 
pro’s and the contra’s at the beginning of the question, and the answer to the 
objections at the end. Apparently in copying the questions, St. Bernardine 
had a practical purpose in mind and thus limited himself to the more essential 
parts of the writings. As a consequence, we are morally certain that the text 
of the first and third questions does not fully represent what had been written 
by Olivi. 

Pacetti’s proofs for the authenticity of the questions are satisfactory. The 
time of redaction seems to be 1274—1279, because during those years Olivi 
was accused of expounding some theological novelties in his quaestiones de 
Domina. On the other hand, it is uncertain whether the four questions pub- 
lished by Pacetti are the only questions written by Olivi on the Blessed Virgin. 

The questions are entitled respectively “De consensu virginali pro Annuntia- 
tione”’, ‘‘De duodecim victoriis beatae Virginis habitis in duodecim praeliis 
tentationum”, “De excellentia et perfectione Virginis gloriosae’”’, and ‘De 
dolore beatae Virginis in passione Christi”. The edition of the first and third 
questions is based only upon the autograph of St. Bernardine; the edition of 
the fourth, only upon Sienna Comunale U. V.7; whereas for the second, 
Pacetti rightly decided to follow U. V. 7, since St. Bernardine is responsible 
for some omissions and changes in the questions. 
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In the critical apparatus there are given the annotations made by St. Ber- 
nardine. Except for an occasional reference to other works of Olivi, Pacetti 
does not give references to Scholastic writings of the Twelfth or Thirteenth 
Centuries. This means that the problem of Olivi’s sources is not treated. 


E. M. BuyTAERT, O.F.M. 


Ens et unum convertuntur. Stellung und Gehalt des Grundsatzes in der 
Philosophie des hl. Thomas von Aquin, by Dr. Ludger Oeing-Hanhoff 
(Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophie und Theologie des Mittel- 
alters, Bd. XXXVII, Heft 3), Miinster, 1953. Pp. XIII u. 194 pp. 


The professed aim of this doctoral dissertation is the determination of the 
meaning and function of proposition ‘““Omne ens est unum” in the metaphysical 
system of Aquinas. Actually the monograph covers a great deal more material 
than one would suspect from its title. Apparently directed to readers who 
have little or no acquaintance with St. Thomas, over half the book (some one 
hundred and ten pages) is concerned with presenting some of the more funda- 
mental notions of his metaphysics. The first chapter is devoted determining 
the nature of this science and for most part summarizes without further ex- 
planation the saint’s observations in his commentary on the De Trinitate of 
Boethius on this subject. Chapter two, entitled “Being and its formal princi- 
ples’, begins with an explanation of the starting point of Aquinas’ metaphysics 
(where the influence of Maréchal’s thought is evident), discusses at some 
length such fundamental metaphysical conceptions as being, its relation to 
essence and existence, matter and form, the esse commune, substance and 
accident, and concludes with a short comment on the goal of Aquinas’ meta- 
physics, a “‘philosophical theology’’. It is not until the relatively short chapter 
three, entitled ‘‘The basis of the convertibility of being and one and the place [of 
the principle] in the doctrine of the transcendentals”, that the author finally 
takes up the real subject of his thesis. Here, among other things, he claims 
that Thomas did not regard the principle so much as an analytic statement 
derived from the simple analysis of the terms as the result of a synthetic survey 
of his fundamental metaphysical doctrines. This somewhat questionable inter- 
pretation — which opens the way to the discussion of a great deal of otherwise 
irrelevant material — is developed or rather expanded in the subsequent chap- 
ter, captioned “The ‘one’ and the kinds of unity”. Here the author treats not only 
transcendental unity, but also unity as the principium numeri, the unity of God, 
the unity of the principles of being (essence and existence, act and potency, 
matter and form), the unum per se and per accidens as well as the unity of 
order (unum secundum quid). To the mind of the reviewer the work would 
have been better titled ‘“‘Die Metaphysik der Einheit des hl. Thomas von 
Aquin”’, since there is relatively little discussion of what is properly speaking 
unity as an attribute of being. Unlike Krempel’s excellent study of relation, 
the present monograph makes no attempt to put the Thomistic teaching in 
its proper historical setting with the inevitable result that even the systematic 
presentation suffers no little beginning with the opening chapter, where the 
author misses the whole significance of Thomas’ solution to the problem of 
the unity of Aristotle’s metaphysics, to the final one regarding the relation 
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of the one and the good. Incidentally, the author seems totally unaware of 
J. Hirschberger’s brief but important article of the companion principle 
“Omne ens est bonum” (Phil. Jahr., LIII, 292ff.), to say nothing of a number 
of other pertinent Thomistic studies (Cf. V. Bourke’s Thomistic Bibliography). 
Even a goodly number of those listed in the bibliography, e. g. Gickler’s Die 
Einheit im Weltbild des hl. Thomas v. Aq., Riither’s Von der Einheit, etc. seem 
to have been unduly ignored throughout the work. The indiscriminate use 
of doubtful and spurious works, even though they be Thomistic in tone, e. g. 
De pluralitate formarum, and the unconventional abbreviations used for the 
authentic writings does not enhance the work. Despite these shortcomings, 
however, the reader unacquainted with Aquinas will find a rather extensive 
summary of Thomistic metaphysics with a helpful topical index. 


ALLAN B. WoLTER, O. F. M. 


Franciscan Institute 


The Goad of Love, Translated by Walter Hilton and Now Edited from 
Manuscripts by Clare Kirchberger, New York, 1951. Pp. 223. 


In the margin of an ancient copy of Stimulus Amoris, a short treatise on 
the interior life of which the work under discussion is a translation, an un- 
known reader has left this note: “Iste liber, meo judicio, potest vocari liber 
vitae et compendium compendiorum doctrinae totius beatitudinis.”” The 
exceptionally large number of manuscript copies of the work still extant 
indicate the degree of popularity it enjoyed during the late medieval period. 
This popularity was well merited, for the profundity of doctrine and clarity 
of expression which characterize this little book are of such a superior quality 
that its authorship was long attributed to the Seraphic Doctor. The Quaracchi 
editors, whose critical text of Stimulus Amoris was originally published in 
1905, and reprinted in 1949, express the opinion that some sections of the 
work may be favorably compared with the best exemplars of medieval mystical 
literature. As for Walter Hilton’s translation, in her introduction Miss Kirch- 
berger tells us that in it ‘there are passages of such beauty of literary ex- 
pression as to merit inclusion in any anthology of English medieval prose”. 
But the book has more than literary value. Such masters of the spiritual life 
as St. Francis de Sales and Luis de Granada warmly recommended it to their 
disciples as a potent aid to spiritual progress. 

The Goad of Love in the form in which it is presented by Miss Kirchberger 
is a composite work of singular interest to the student of the history and 
literature of mysticism. Its basis, of course, is Stimulus Amoris, the thirteenth- 
century work by James of Milan, a Friar Minor about whom very little is 
known. The merit of the original Latin treatise has been greatly enhanced by 
Walter Hilton, the celebrated fifteenth-century English mystic who not only 
translated it, but edited, revised and emended it with all the freedom charac- 
teristic of an age which knew naught of copyright restrictions. What we have 
then, in the present version of The Goad of Love is a recognized masterpiece 
of spiritual literature enlarged and enriched by a renowned master of the spiritual 
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life. The historical and literary background material which the editor presents 
in her lengthy introduction doubles the value of the book for the serious 
student. 


A comparison of Walter Hilton’s Goad of Love with James of Milan’s Stimu- 
lus Amoris will immediately lead to confusion. Miss Kirchberger’s edition of 
the former has thirty-seven chapters, while the Quaracchi version of the latter 
has but twenty-three. The explanation of this significant discrepancy is found 
in the fact that the Quaracchi text is based on the earliest thirteenth-century 
copies of the Stimulus while Hilton employed a late fourteenth-century text 
as the basis of his translation. Almost two centuries passed between the original 
composition of the Latin work and its translation into English. During this 
period the text went through numerous transcriptions and in the process 
assimilated many substantial accretions at the hands of a host of anonymous 
authors. The original Stimulus consisted of a short, but not too well integrated 
treatment of the interior life and contemplation. This little treatise has re- 
mained the core of the work in all its subsequent forms. In the text as received 
by Hilton, however, the original work of James of Milan was preceded by one 
series of meditations on the Passion and followed by another on the Our 
Father, the Hail Mary, and the Hail Holy Queen. These meditations did not 
come from the pen of the Milanese Franciscan and are not found in the early 
manuscript copies of the Stimulus. 


In the course of his translation, Walter Hilton still further modified and 
amplified this already much-amended work. The innumerable changes which 
he introduced are clearly indicated in Miss Kirchberger’s text by the use of 
continental quotes to enclose al] passages added by Hilton. Whole paragraphs 
and even chapters were dropped from the meditations, and although almost 
half of the central core section is original Hilton, the simple beauty of James 
of Milan’s work has not been totally eclipsed. The fifteenth-century editor- 
translator did not hesitate to amplify the thought of the original author 
whenever he judged it underdeveloped, or to eliminate from the text anything 
he considered diffuse or repetitious. Very often the reader will find the sober 
English Canon tempering the devotional exclamations of the exuberant 
Italian Friar. In general, it may be saia that Hilton’s changes do not disfigure 
the Stimulus, but rather enrich it. 


The medium of Middle English into which Walter Hilton has rendered the 
Latin text of the Stimulus is rather difficult for the average modern reader. 
For this reason the editor has provided an extensive glossary of archaic words 
at the end of the volume. 


Miss Kirchberger is to be complemented on this fine edition of The Goad of 
Love. The work shows all the signs of exact scholarship and careful editing, 
and fully measures up to the high standards set in previous volumes of Harper 
Brothers’ Classics of the Contemplative Life, the series to which it belongs. 


CyPRIAN J. Lyncu, O. F. M. 


St. Joseph’s Sevaphic Seminary 
Callicoon, New York 
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DUQUESNE STUDIES, Philosophical Series, edited by Andrew G. 
Van Melsen, D. Sc., and Henry J. Koren, C.S. Sp., S. T. D., Pitts- 
burgh, Duquesne University Press. Volume One, From Atomos to 
Atom. The History of the Concept ‘Atom’, by A. G. Van Melsen, trans- 
lated by H. J. Koren, S.C. Sp., 1952. Pp. XII, 240, with index. 
Volume Two, The Philosophy of Nature, by A. G. Van Melsen, 1953. 
Pp. XII, 250, with index. Volume Three, Philosophico-Scientific Pro- 
blems, by P. Henry Van Laer, D. Sc., translated by J. H. Koren, 
C. S. Sp., 1953. Pp. X, 168, with index. 


The philosophical series of Duquesne Studies, now little more than three 
years old, represents a happy addition to the somewhat limited number of 
significant philosophical contributions of Catholic authorship in the field of 
natural philosophy that have appeared in this country. Under the able editor- 
ship of Father Koren of the faculty of Duquesne University and Dr. Van 
Melsen, professor of natural philosophy and the philosophy of science at 
Charlemagne University of Nijmegen and visiting lecturer at Duquesne, four 
volumes have appeared to date with the promise of two more in the near 
future. Of these six, all but one — a welcome and useful translation of Caje- 
tan’s Analogy of Names and The Concept of Being, by Father E. A. Bushinski, 
C. S. Sp. (1953) — are concerned with problems of the philosophy of nature 
and of science. The first of these is Father Koren’s translation of Van Melsen’s 
Van atomos naar atoom, which appeared in 1949 as the second volume of 
Wetenschappelijk-wijsgerige biblioteek, edited by A. de Froe, W. Helinga and 
H. Groot. This work in turn was an outgrowth and development of the author’s 
earlier dissertation Het wijsgerig verleden dey atoomtheorie (Amsterdam, 1941) 
in which he sought to dispel some common historical misconceptions concern- 
ing the origins of the atomism of seventeenth century science which owed as 
much to the Aristotelian theory of the minima as it did to the philosophy of 
Democritus. From Atomos to Atom, while summarizing the conclusions of the 
earlier study, is of course broader in scope and represents a fairly complete 
history of the most important stages in the atomic theory from its origins in 
the philosophy of Democritus to twentieth century quantum mechanics. 
Since its author is a philosopher as well as a chemist, his account unlike too 
many other histories of science or of a scientific conception might be expected 
to reveal an appreciation of the philosophical inspiration and implications of 
the various versions of “atomism’’ treated. Nor in the main is the reader 
disappointed in this regard, though he may regret the rapidity with which 
the author passes over certain periods or question at times the appropriateness 
of designating as a school of thought the opinions of a few or even a single 
individuals who are not always the most representative. Particularly well 
done to the mind of this reviewer is the concluding chapter in which Van 
Melsen, essays the delicate task of delimiting the precise task of a philosophy 
of nature in terms of its relationship to the natural sciences and philosophy 
in general. Both scientist and philosopher can profit from his careful and 
cautiously worded conclusions. A representative and briefly annotated bibliog- 
taphy which Father Koren has wisely modified with an eye towards the 
English-speaking reader adds to the value of the work. 
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The second volume, The Philosophy of Nature, is the outcome of Dr. Van 
Melsen’s lectures at Duquesne during the academic year of 1951—1952. Unlike 
the preceding, which is primarily a reference work, the present volume has 
been planned for use as a textbook. There may be considerable difference of 
opinion, however, concerning its suitability in this regard especially at the 
college level, at any rate in view of the book’s intended character, it is not 
surprising that the material it treats overlaps to some extent the contents 
of both the first and third volume of the series. Thus for instance, the first 
three chapters entitled respectively ‘‘Preliminary characterization of the 
philosophy of nature”, “‘A survey of the history of the study of nature”, and 
“The proper relationship between science and the philosophy of nature” 
either augment or summarize material found in From Atomos to Atom. The 
remaining four chapters are devoted to filling in the positive content of a 
philosophy of nature. In chapter four, ““The essence of material being’, Van 
Melsen rightly rejects the controversial notion of substantial change as a 
suitable starting point for a philosophy of nature. In its stead, he substitutes 
what he calls the “species-individual structure of matter’’ for he believes that 
the non-simplicity this implies can be used not only to arrive at what is sub- 
stantially Aristotelian hylomorphism, but also to explain the possibility of 
all change. “‘Quantity’’, as chapter five is captioned, treats among other things 
some problems posed by the simultaneity and space-time of relativity. Chapter 
six is concerned with “Quality”, while chapter seven, under the heading 
“Activity in matter”, devotes considerable discussion to determinism, causal- 
ity and free will in the light of quantum mechanics. 

Though Van Melsen’s reflections are always thought-provoking and fre- 
quently extremely stimulating, the various portions of his work are of uneven 
value. In the closing section of From Atomos to Atom he wrote: “‘Natural 
science limits itself to the creation of an intelligible connection between certain 
facts which can be verified by the senses. It does this more or less spontaneous- 
ly. There are many questions which are not raised by the science of nature, 
for the simple reason that it does not have to raise them in order to reach its 
goal. For example, questions like: What exactly is an intelligible connection ? 
What is a fact? What is the value in reality of such entities as are indicated 
by the physical concepts atom, molecule, and their properties ? Nevertheless 
these and other similar questions exist, and they are raised explicitly in 
philosophy, specifically in the philosophy of nature” (p. 215). At this point 
the tranlator adds the note: “The author is presently engaged in the writing 
of an English philosophy of nature.” In view of this, we might expect to find 
an ex professo or detailed treatment of these questions in present work, yet 
they are conspicuous by their absence. Perhaps they are being reserved for 
Dr. Van Laer’s promised Philosophy of Science where they more properly 
belong. However, in view of Van Melsen’s explanation that while the two 
disciplines are theoretically distinct, a philosophy of nature as he conceives 
it must in practice include a philosophy of science, we should expect more 
than a few obiter dicta on these fundamental problems. From the standpoint 
of a textbook the book has additional drawbacks, not the least of which is the 
blurring at times of the fine distinctions drawn between philosophy and the 
sciences in the earlier work, the inexact substitution of precise terms for 
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instance, “science’’ for “‘scientist’” throughout the section on pp. 14—15, the 
occasional obscurity of expression or the apparent conflict of statements 
which is resolved only by careful rereading (e. g. pp. 97, 99, 107, 109). More 
information on the author’s own idea of the precise scope of the various 
branches of philosophy also would be of help in evaluating statements such 
as “Epistemology is much more in need of the philosophy of nature than the 
philosophy of nature is of epistemology” (p. 19). But these are minor points 
compared to a more serious defect, the author’s contention that the “‘species- 
individual structure of matter’’ be taken as the starting point of a philosophy 
of nature. Assuming that matter rather than @io1¢ or the ens mobile is the 
subject of the philosophy of nature, for this in the last analysis is a matter 
of choice, can we assert that the species-individual is a characteristic of all 
matter ? If ‘‘characteristic” be understood as Webster defines and Van Melsen 
accepts it, it should be a trait that is proper to matter and distinguish the 
latter from all that is not matter. Yet the “‘species-individual” structure is 
anything but that. For as Van Melsen explains it, “species” is not equated 
with the substantial essence nor opposed to accident. Neither is it contrasted 
with genus but only to the individual. No matter how we describe any ma- 
terial thing, phenomena, property or event, our description or definition or 
determination of what it is never yields anything that is intrinsically individ- 
ual, only what is potentially universal. Unless we are greatly mistaken, 
Van Melsen’s “‘species” is nothing else than what Aquinas and Scotus, follow- 
ing Avicenna (Met. V, c. 1) called natura absolute considerata (De ente et essentia, 
c. 3) and natura communis respectively. This is not actual universality or 
communitas, for as Van Melsen correctly points out “‘species-individual structure 
does not suppose the actual existence of more than one individual of a species” 
(p. 113). It is rather what has been called universale in re. If species-individual 
structure argues to hylomorphic composition as Van Melsen suggests, must 
we not postulate a more widespread hylomorphism than did any of the histori- 
cal advocates of this doctrine? For not only do we discover this “structure” 
in material phenomena, but even in our most spiritual aspirations, thoughts 
and volitions. In fact, it is a universal characteristic of any thought object 
(be it ens reale or ens vationis) that is subjected to analysis in answer to the 
question: “What is this?” For any answer to that question must be given in 
terms of what we perceive this to have in common with something else. And 
that is why the attempt to analyze any individual event or object can never 
be completely successful. For the individual can never be fully accounted for 
in terms of what is not individual, the unique in terms of what is common, 
or the particular in terms of the universal. An unanalyzed residue, known only 
confusedly and defying expression in the form of what scholastics called 
cognitio distincta, will always remain. Here, indeed, we find the real, albeit 
psychological reason why the principle of individuation has always been a 
philosophical problem and why the ultimate determinant of the species (be 
it the materia of the Thomists or the haecceitas of the Scotists) is in principle 
unintelligible to man in this life. 

This of course raises the further question. To what extent does this ‘‘species- 
individual” character imply a real non-simplicity in the object? Here we 
recognize the perennial problem of the objective basis of universals. And the 
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scholastic answers have ranged anywhere from exaggerated realism to realistic 
conceptualism. To the reviewer, it would seem that Van Melsen’s solution 
savors of the former extreme. For if this non-simplicity with its corresponding 
structure is real to the extent that it makes change possible, as the author 
contends, then we have existing in reality, albeit not in actual separation, 
a real entity, the form, which is not as such individual. The identification 
between species-individual and form-matter, then, described on p. 117 could 
be questioned on a number of counts such as the equivocation latent in the 
designation ‘‘no separate existence’, “relation of species with form” or the 
statement that species with reference to individual is determinative (actual) 
rather than determinable (potential), etc. 

There are many other points that deserve a more extensive comment than 
I can give here. Thus for instance, the question of whether schematization is 
so radically different from abstraction as the author maintains, or to approach 
the same problem from a different angle, whether “construction” rather than 
“abstraction” might not be a better term to explain the origin of the generality 
of our concepts on all three so-called “levels of abstraction”, or whether the 
theory of the three degrees of abstraction, for that matter, is meaningful 
today in terms of what we know of ideogenesis. Or from a more positive and 
constructive point of view, we could call attention to the interesting potentiali- 
ties of some of Van Melsen’s observations regarding substance, unity — 
especially the idea of using our total self or the human individual as we ex- 
perience it in its oneness with, yet apartness from the rest of the universe as 
a practical norm of a per se unity or substance. An explanation of the impli- 
cations of man as functional unit (a notion incidentally not too far removed 
from what Aristotle meant by nature as substance) might also lead to the 
discovery of a more acceptable starting point than the questionable “‘species- 
individual” structure. We might even “arrive at the same conclusions as 
Aristotle did” (p. 110), or at least justify some of his more valid insights, if 
it is of some importance or useful to do so. The starting point in short is 
unfortunate in that it vitiates what might otherwise have been a very good 
book. Even in its errors the work remains true to the proper method of a 
philosophy of nature, so much so that, despite its shortcomings, the reviewer 
is almost tempted to recommend it to a discerning teacher or for a more 
advanced or graduate course in preference to any comparable English text. 

The third volume of the series, Philosophico-Scientific Problems, by Dr. Van 
Laer of the State University of Leyden is a compilation in translation of articles 
previously published by the author in Dutch or French. A simple enumeration 
of the chapter headings gives some idea of the contents. They are: 1. the 
value of Thomistic philosophy in the study of physical science, 2. extension 
as a criterion of matter, 3. the principle of verification, 4. the possibility of 
action at a distance, 5. causality, determinism, previsibility and modern 
science, 6. causality and finality with respect to physical science, 7. on the 
difference between mathematics and science. 

The first of these essays is introductory in character, stressing the need of 
a realistic interpretation of the philosophy of nature and of science rather 
than an attempt to defend the validity of Thomistic philosophy as such. The 
second seeks to prove the thesis that everything material has extension and 
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everything without extension is immaterial or spiritual. We agree with the 
author that it is difficult to define extension, we are not so sure as he that it 
is “sufficiently clear”. A more thorough acquaintance with what the scholastics 
understood by extension and in what sense some of them regarded the life 
principle of the higher animals at least as material yet inextended would have 
helped the author considerably in this section. The third chapter contains an 
enlightening analysis and critique of the neo-positivist principle of verifiability. 
Chapter four reviews the arguments against the possibility of action at a 
distance and concludes that no a priori or metaphysical argument disproves 
it. While the physical arguments are not conclusive they do enable us to 
conclude “‘with a high degree of certainty not only that action at a distance 
does not exist in nature, but also that the nature of matter makes such an 
action impossible’. In view of some of the interesting characteristics of the 
psi-phenomena (Cf. Rhine, Journ. of Parapsychology, XVII (1954), 184 ff.) 
as they concern material objects, the author’s judgment, to the mind of this 
reviewer seems somewhat premature. Incidentally, a more positive meta- 
physical argument for the possibility of action at a distance might be drawn 
from an analysis of the implications of the axiom actio est in passo. At any 
rate the very mystery in which all causality is shrouded, especially that of 
the First and therefore most proper cause, makes it difficult to make any kind 
of categorical statements on this subject. Chapters five and six treat of other 
aspects of causality. In the former, Dr. Van Laer attempts to remove some 
of the objections to causality that have their origin in the theory of quantum 
mechanics through the medium of a clearer terminology. Wisely he does not 
attempt a final solution to the problem. One need only read some current 
literature on this subject (e. g. H. Margenau’s ‘‘Advantages and disadvantages 
of various interpretations of the quantum theory” Physics Today, VII [Oc- 
tober, 1954], 6—13) to see that still other distinctions than those cited by 
Van Laer may be needed to cope with these difficulties. As a whole, however, 
the work is well done. Primarily a reference work, it should prove a boon for 
both teacher and student of philosophy of science or cosmology. We look 
forward with some expectation to the author’s forthcoming text on Philosophy 
of Science. 


ALLAN B. WOLTER, O. F. M. 


Franciscan Institute 


La preuve réelle de Dieu. Etude critique, by Joseph Defever, S. J., Bruxel- 
les-Paris, 1953. Pp. 145. 


In introducing this small but interesting volume, Father Defever informs 
us modestly that his critical study in large measure owes not only its inspira- 
tion but also the substance of its doctrine to the late Maréchal. In view of 
the sometime stigma of idealism attached to the latter’s teaching — a charge, 
incidentally, which Father Defever refutes in a special appendix devoted to 
Maréchal’s understanding of intuition and the finality of intellection — the 
author significantly styles this essay in natural theology a ‘‘real proof”. Such 
a proof, he explains, not only begins with the real but keeps in contact with 
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reality throughout the course of its development and terminates only when 
it has reached the existence of a real God. 

The fivefold way of Aquinas, he believes, actually fulfills this requirement, 
yet critical and contemporary thought first questioned, then rejected many 
of its basic assumptions such as the reality of the finite world, the meaning- 
fulness or value of causality as extended to the transphenomenal realm, or 
the very possibility of the human mind ever reaching the essence of God by 
conceptual or discursive thought. There is need then not so much of a new 
proof as a critical justification of old assumptions. Just this the author aims 
to do, not indeed by analyzing the quinque viae in detail for they are but 
variants of one basic approach, one traditional proof, which in essence comes 
down to this. It begins with the existence of the finite, discovers the latter’s 
dependence upon some cause, which dependence terminates with an uncaused 
cause, a supreme Being whose very nature is “‘to be”. 

In the course of his work, Defever submits each of these essentials to critical 
evaluation. Actually his justification of the preuve traditionelle consists in 
reconstructing or reformulating it in a way he believes will meet both Kantian 
criticism and the just demands of existentialism. Yet, despite all appearances 
to the contrary, the author protests that his is not a new species, not even 
a new variety, of the traditional proof, and at every step of the way points 
out his substantial conformity with the teaching of St. Thomas. 

In addition to the appendix devoted to the defense of Maréchal, Defever 
divides his book into six chapters which bear the following titles: the starting 
point of the proof, the principle of causality, the discursive method, the proof 
of God, the analogical knowledge of God, the existence of God. A real proof, 
he points out, must begin with the experience of reality. But what kind of 
experience? Subjective or objective, psychological or external? With the 
existentialist, he replies, it must be a “total experience”. And such is both 
subjective and objective, it involves both sensible perception and intellec- 
tual awareness. For it is only in and through its awareness of some sensible 
object that the ego becomes conscious of itself and of its very consciousness. 
This “total reflection” is a spiritual or intellectual activity even though it 
remains enmeshed, as it were, in the sensible perception in and through which 
it came to be. It is precisely here that the knowing mind finds the means of 
transcending the sensible and material without losing contact with the real 
immediately experienced. Ego cognosco cognitum sensibile. This is the primitive 
experience, the initial reality, the incontrovertibly certain fact, the esse primum 
quoad nos, that must serve as the starting point of the real proof. 

Total reflection not only reveals the point de départ, it also provides rational 
justification for causality, eventhough this metaphysical principle can be 
established neither by inductive nor deductive reasoning, nor is it properly 
speaking analytical in character. The causality in question, however, is not 
that of efficiency but finalty. In our conscious reflection we perceive the presence 
and opposition of the object to the active awareness of the subject. And it is 
here that we actually experience the actual influence of the object’s final 
causality upon our knowing self. Similar analysis reveals that the use of 
concepts or discursive reasoning does not of itself destroy the existential 
value of a proof or make it necessarily unreal. 
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In the proof proper, Defever uses both reflection and deduction to make 
explicit the far reaching implications of the real object which is the final 
cause of the knowing subject. He analyzes in phenomenological fashion the 
living continuous experience expressed by the proposition Ego cognosco cognitum 
sensibile, arguing that this very affirmation itself involves a recognition and 
affirmation of a unique transcendent object, distinct from the multiplicity of 
immediate objects. This alone can guarantee the experienced fact that the 
knowing self continues to affirm its own proper identity despite the difference 
and variety of the mode of expression. Now the very being or existence of all 
conscious activity, of every act of knowing depends upon the object as its 
actual final cause. Through each act of self-knowledge, however, the mind 
or self not only asserts its intentional identity with the real, sensible object 
it now knows but also its own identity with its previous self. This affirmation 
or recognition of its substantial identity, its quasi-eternal character despite 
the vicissitudes of time and space, implies a dependence on some one unique 
final cause, and consequently is also an affirmation and recognition of the 
latter’s existence as distinct from and other than the present sensible object. 
Since other knowing or conscious subjects exist for me only as objects known, 
they too are referred by me to this unique existence which is my ultimate end 
and which I may call God. 

Now I discover further, Defever declares, that the nature of this real being, 
my final cause, excludes all possible multiplicity. It is being, it is intuitive 
knowledge, it is love. For as the ultimate final cause of my knowing self, it 
must be in itself the actuality and fulness of that perfection towards which 
the latter strives in its activity of knowing. Now all knowledge, objectively, 
identifies the intelligible with the real, for the immanent intelligible in its 
intentional existence is not id quod, sed id quo cognoscitur ipsa res (Sum. th. I, 
85, 2). Hence, this final cause of my knowledge is subsistent intellection, 
therefore a real being, a real existence. Furthermore, since subjectively all 
knowledge identifies the intelligible with the knowing subject, this final cause, 
this God, is also an intuition of himself. He is also love, for in and through an 
act of knowledge the being of the subject is conferred upon the object. The 
subject is identified with the object as lovable en soi. This union of benevolent 
love pertains to the will. Not that it is an elicited act but rather voluntas ut 
natura. And finally, because the final cause of any activity necessarily con- 
tains all that is of perfection in this activity, this unique existence we call God 
is an active identity of being, intuition and love; active, not in the fashion 
of something that begins to be or that produces itself, but after the manner of 
a final cause which possesses what it communicates. 

Defever goes on to argue that this being transcends and is really distinct 
from the multiplicity of immediate objects of our knowledge and is infinite 
in relation to them. But it is also infinite in an absolute sense, for it transcends 
all possible or conceivable limits. And since this is so, there can be but one God. 

Having completed his proof, Defever pauses in the fifth chapter to review 
it pointing out the analogous character of our knowledge. In addition to his 
interpretation of Aquinas’ doctrine on this subject, he also has some interesting 
observation regarding the saint’s theory of signification. In the sixth and 
final chapter the author is intent on proving how his proof meets the require- 
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ments of existentialism, for it terminates with the existence of the real God. 
Consequently, neither Brunschvicg’s ‘“Theodicy is atheism!” nor Marcel’s 
“Theodicy must be condemned!” are true. 

In many ways this is an admirable book. As a reinterpretation of many 
medieval philosophical concepts and maxims in a phenomenological or exis- 
tential setting, it represents a new and living form of Thomism, which though 
it might not always be recognized by Aquinas as just what he had in mind, 
is for all that a genuine development of what is contained at least potentially 
and in germ in his philosophy. Furthermore, it embodies many interesting 
observations and insights that are of great value to one who would wish to 
incorporate the better elements of existentialism into his philosophy or effect 
some kind of rapprochement between medieval scholasticism and contem- 
porary French philosophy. In this regard the sixth chapter deserves special 
attention. 

As for the proof proper, however, to this reviewer at least not every step of the 
argument seems logically convincing and many of the keyterms, which are 
admittedly analogous, could do with clarification. While “‘total reflection” 
may justify the existence of final causality to the extent that it is really 
experienced and its meaning defined precisely in terms of this experience, it 
does not appear to justify it as a “principle” or in reference to something which 
is neither the knowing self nor the immediate object of its intuition. The proof 
for the fact that God is love and voluntas seems particularly weak, for the 
“love” whose existence can be established in this way would seem to bear 
little or no resemblance to what the theologian or philosopher ordinarily 
means when he declares with St. John that “God is love’’. Similar difficulties 
arise with regard to the proof for God’s infinity and unicity. If the “inferences” 
in question are logically valid, they would seem to be so only because of tacit 
assumptions which should be made explicit. 

Perhaps it is unfair, however, to subject Father Defever’s “rational justifi- 
cation” to any rigorous logical analysis since he would decry the equation or 
equivalence of ‘‘rational’’ and “logical” and has pointed his proof primarily 
to the existentialist with whom it should find a more sympathetic reception. 
One brought up in a milieu where the scientific tradition and the philosophy 
of logical analysis hold sway, however, might be tempted to observe with 
Kant that interesting and thought provoking though it be, this proof too 
, bedarf Gunst um den Mangel seiner Rechtsanspriiche zu ersetzen“ (Kritik der 
veinen Vernunjt). 


ALLAN B. WOLTER, O. F. M. 


Franciscan Institute 
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New Publications 


TRANSIENCY AND PERMANENCE. 
THE NATURE OF THEOLOGY 
ACCORDING TO ST. BONAVENTURE 


(Theology Series No. 4) 


By George H. Tavard, A. A. 
Pp. VII-263 (1954) $ 3-75 


Bonaventure‘s notion of theology supposes a certain continuity between 
theology and Scripture; it implies that the natural and supernatural worlds 
are viewed as a harmony of being upon which faith opens a privileged vista; 
it entails a discontinuity between theological and philosophical reason: by 
nature philosophy is blind to the symbols upon wich theology thrives; it leads 
us to consider the development of theology as depending upon our insight into 
those symbols. 


WILLIAM OCKHAM SUMMA LOGICAE 
PARS PRIMA; PARS SECUNDA ET TERTIAE PRIMA 


(Text Series No. 2) 


Edited by Philotheus Boehner, O. F. M. 
Vol. I Pp. xiv - 214 (1951) $2.00 
Vol. II Pp. 215 - 461 (1954) $2.25 


An authoritative text of one of the greatest works of the late middle 
ages. For those interested in genuine scholastic logic, Ockham’s Summa is 
indispensible. 


THE FIRST-GOSPEL 
GENESIS 3:15 
(Theology Series No. 3) 
By Dominic J. Unger, O. F. M. Cap. 
Pp. xi-362 (1954) $ 4.50 
Especially during this year 1954 many people will like to learn how the 
First-Gospel was understood by the Fathers of the Church and the modern 


scholars, as well as in official documents. Throughout the centuries Gen. III 
15 played an all-important role in Mariology. 





HENRY OF GHENT 
SUMMAE QUAESTIONUM ORDINARIARUM 
Reprint of the 1520 Edition 
(Text Series No. 5) 


VOL. I. 8 & 262 folios (1953) $6.00 
VOL. II. 8 & 313 folios (1953) $ 6.00 


The Summae of Henry of Ghent were extensively used by Duns Scotus, 


as shown by the latest edition of the Scotus Commission. Scotus is not exactly 
a disciple of Henry, but quite a few of his problems and arguments are taken 
directly from the works of Henry. The edition of 1520 is rare; still this very 
edition is used in the Opera Omnia of Scotus, Rome 1950 f. 
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ST. JOHN DAMASCENE 
DIALECTICA 
VERSION OF ROBERT GROSSETESTE 


(Text Series No. 6) 
Edited by Owen A. Colligan, O. F. M. 
Pp. vii-63 (1953) $ 1.00 


Medieval Logic was influenced by this work of John Damascene. The 
translation of the Dialectica by the famous bishop of Lincoln was a classic 
and such an independent author as William Ockham borrowed from it. 
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THEORY OF DEMONSTRATION 
ACCORDING TO WILLIAM OCKHAM 
(Philosophy Series No. 10) 

By Damascene Webering, O. F. M. 

Pp. xii - 186 (1953) $2.50 


A treatise on one of the principal problems of Scholastic logic by a great 
medieval logician. It is a subject that receives scant treatment in neo-Scholastic 
textbooks, and yet it is one of the most important and central teachings of 
Scholastic philosophy and theology. 
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THE CATEGORY OF THE AESTHETIC 
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SAINT BONAVENTURE 
(Philosophy Series No. 11) 
By Sr. Emma Jane Marie Spargo 
Pp. xi - 162 (1953) $2.50 
What this study tells us of St. Bonaventure’s contribution to a distinctly 


aesthetic view of life is illuminating and highly suggestive, especially now, 
when the aesthetic view is finally coming into its own. 











PETER AUREOLI 
SCRIPTUM SUPER PRIMUM SENTENTIARUM 


Vol. I. Prologue and Distinction I 
(Text Series No. 3) 


Edited by Eligius M. Buytaert, O. F. M. 
Pp. xxviii - 460 (1953) $5.00 
Aureoli wrote this work shortly after the death of Scotus. Thoroughly 
familiar with the writings of his great predecessor, Aureoli is the first and 
perhaps most competent critic of Scotus. Aureoli is also important for his 


knowledge of and comments on such contemporaries as Hervaeus, Durandus, 
and others. 


GUIDONIS DE ORCHELLIS TRACTATUS 
DE SACRAMENTIS EX EIUS SUMMA 
DE SACRAMENTIS ET OFFICIIS ECCLESIAE 


(Text Series No. 4) 


Edited by Damian and Odulph Van den Eynde, O. F. M. 
Pp. xlvii - 365 (1953) $5.00 


The work of Guy of Orchelles, a Thirteenth-Century theologian, is a neces- 
sary link in the evolution of the doctrine on the Sacraments. Guy used such 


authors as Praepositinus and Stephen Langton, and had considerable influence 
on the thought of the later Thirteenth Century. 


THE CONCEPT OF UNIVOCITY REGARDING THE 
PREDICATION OF GOD AND CREATURE 
ACCORDING 
TO WILLIAM OCKHAM 


(Philosophy Series No. 9) 


By Matthew C. Menges, O. F. M. 
Pp. xi - 182 (1952) $2.50 


An exellent historical study of the importance of similarity in Ockham’s 
theory of univocity, especially in relation to God and creature. 
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The Tractatus de Successivis Attributed to William Ockham. Edited by 
Philotheus Boehner, O. F. M. 1944. $ 2.00 

The Tractatus de Praedestinatione et de Praescientia Dei et de Futuris 
Contingentibus of William Ockham. Edited by Philotheus Boehner. 
O. F. M. 1945. $ 2.00 


The Transcendentals and Their Function in the Metaphysics of Duns 
Scotus. By Allan B. Wolter, O. F. M. 1946. $2.00 


Intuitive Cognition. A Key to the Significance of the Later Scholastics. 
By Sebastian Day, O. F. M. 1947. $2.00 


The De Primo Principio of John Duns Scotus.. A revised text and a 
Translation. By Evan Roche, O. F. M. 1949. $2.00 (Exhausted ; new 
edition in preparation). 


The psychology of Love According to Saint Bonaventure. By Robert 
P. Prentice, O. F. M. 1951. $1.00 


Evidence and Its Function According to John Duns Scotus. By Peter 
C. Vier, O. F. M. 1951. $2.00 


The Psychology of Habit According to William Ockham. By Oswald 
Fuchs, O. F. M. 1952. $2.00 (Exhausted) 


HISTORY SERIES 


Tree Saints’ Lives by Nicholas Bozon. Edited by Sister M. Amelia Klenke, 
O. P. 1947. $2.00 
Seven More Poems by Nicholas Bozon. By Sr. Amelia Klenke, O. P. 1951. 
$2.00 
MISSIOLOGY SERIES 


Imperial Government and Catholic Missions in China During the Years 
1784 — 1785. By Bernward H. Willeke, O. F. M. 1948. $2.25 


The Negotiations Between Ch‘i-Ying and Lagréne 1844— 1846. By Angelus 
Grosse-Aschoff, O. F. M. 1950. (Exhausted) 


THEOLOGY SERIES 


The Eucharistic Teaching of William Ockham. By Gabriel Buescher, 
O. F. M. 1950. $2.00 
De Corredemptione Beatae Virginis Mariae. By Juniper Carol, O. F. M. 
1950. $4.00 
TEXT SERIES 


Walter Burleigh. De Puritate Artis Logicae. Edited by Philotheus Boeh- 
ner, O. F. M. (Exhausted; new revised edition in preparation) 
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HISTORY OF THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF 
DEVOTION TO THE HOLY NAME 


Pp. XII - 188 (1943) $2.00 
By Peter R. Biasiotto, O. F. M. 
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THE LIFE AND WRITINGS 
OF 
SAINT CLARE OF ASSISI 


Pp. 190 (1953) Cloth $2.75 


In honor of the Seventh Centenary of Saint Clare of Assisi, the Franciscan 
Institute has published this translation of Celano’s life of Saint Clare (Legenda 
Sanctae Clarae Virginis) together with her own writings and related docu- 
ments, and a collection of short studies on various aspects of her spiritual life. 

All too frequently the life and virtues of our Seraphic Mother Clare are 
passed over in silence by writers of Franciscan history. She is usually mentioned 
only in connection with Saint Francis, and but rarely in her own right. To 
her contemporaries, however, she stood side by side with Francis as a prodigy 
of divine grace, and in Celano’s Legend we see her through the eyes of those 
who knew her and recognized her greatness. It is primarily her own writings, 
however, that reveal the true dimensions of her heroic soul. Here Clare stands 
forth as the faithful daughter of Saint Francis, the lover of poverty and evan- 
gelical simplicity, the most perfect exponent, after the Seraphic Father him- 
self, of the Franciscan ideal. For these reasons The Life and Writings of Saint 
Clare is valuable not only as a source for the life of Saint Clare, but also, if 
not primarily, as a means of deeper appreciation of her seraphic holiness. 


IN JOURNEYINGS OFTEN 


Pp. 360 (1953) Cloth $3.75 
By Marion Habig, O. F. M. 


For the past seven hundred years, numerous spiritual sons of Saint 
Francis have devoted themselves to promoting the spiritual and material 
welfare of countless peoples of the Orient. For the most part, however, their 
story has remained unknown to the English-reading public. Father Marion 
presents for the first time to English readers this colorful and dramatic hi- 
tory of apostolic zeal, heroic self-sacrifice, and undaunted courage. 





REVELATIONS 
OF 
SAINT MARGARET OF CORTONA 


Pp. 87 Cloth $1.75 
By Ange-Marie Hiral, O. F. M. 
Excellent material for spiritual reading and meditation, this little book 
provides inspiration and insight into the mystical life of one of the greatest 
and most challenging saints of the Seraphic Order. 
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EXAMINATION OF CONSCIENCE 
ACCORDING TO SAINT BONAVENTURE 


Pp. 109 Paper $1.00 
By Philotheus Boehner, O. F. M. 


Here is solid material for the daily examination of conscience. Franciscan 
in spirit, the examens follow the teachings of the Seraphic Doctor, yet keep 
in touch with the problems met in modern religious life. Father Philotheus 
praws not only on his thorough knowledge of Bonaventure’s writings, but 
also on his own wide personal experience as a director, to make each examen 
a real help to spiritual progress. 


Order from: 
The Franciscan Institute St. Bonaventure University, St. Bonaventure N. Y. 








OUR LADY’S DAILY HOURS 


The Little Office of the Blessed Virgin Mary 
According to the Roman Breviary 
Edited with Complete Commentary by Dominic J. Unger, O. F. M. Cap. 


Indispensible alike for those seeking or for those imparting systematic 
knowledge of the Office of Mary, this book is uniquely valuable for its 
assemblage of all the materials essential to the understanding of that im- 
portant liturgical devotion. 

The basic texts are the new Latin Psalter and the Confraternity of 
Christian Doctrine translation of the Psalms. The exhaustive Commentary 
runs to more than three hundred pages. The prayer section has been 
carefully planned to be most useful — specially selected type for readability, 
thin, durable paper to make the book compact, skillful headings for ease 
in interpreting the text. Full ceremonial and rubrical directions are included. 

Religious — both men and women — classes or private students of the 
liturgy, and devout lay people will find this book a necessity. 


Frontispiece. 560 pp., 2 colors. $ 4.50; deluxe edition, $ 7.50 


Order from your bookstore, or directly from 
Dept 4—2068 


ST. ANTHONY GUILD PRESS 
PATERSON 3,N.J. 
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